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object to anything else being taken up by unanimous consent
until after that shall be disposed of.
TARIFF DUTIES ON WOOL.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 11019) to reduce the duties on wool
and manufactures of wool.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment proposed by the Senator from Nevada [Mr. NEw-
LANDS].

Mr. NEWLANDS. I do not ask for the consideration of the
amendment now.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Then, suppose the Senator present
it for printing, without offering it.

Mr. SMOOT. And let it lie on the table.

The VICE PRESIDENT. To be offered at some future time.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Very well,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be considered
as presented and ordered printed, to be offered at some future
time.

CLATMS FOR LOSS OF PROPERTY.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I ask uhanimous consent for
the present consideration of the bill (8. 323) for the payment
of certain claims for damages to and loss of private property.
The bill was reported this morning by the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Oriver]. It is a short measure, and one that
has passed the Senate at a former session.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill referred to by the Sena-
tor from Wyoming will be read for the information of the
Senate.

The Secretary read the bill. )

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill? :

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. President, I should like to know
something about the nature of the claims.

Mr. WARREN. The bill covers about 200 claims for dam-
nges that have occurred at maneuver grounds and target
ranges due to the heavy gun firing of the Army in the last two
or three years. The amount has been regularly estimated for.
The matter came up at the last session, and a similar bill
then passed the Senate without objection. It also passed the
Benate again as a part of the deficiency bill, but was lost in
conference. It now comes before us with a favorable report
of the Committee on Claims.

Mr. SMOOT. Is it recommended by the department?

Mr. WARREN. Yes. It provides for the payment of claims
growing out of the destruction or partial destruction of build-
ings, the breakage of windows, the trampling down of growing
crops, the killing of chickens and cows, and so forth, all the
way from down near Cape Cod across the country to Puget
Sound, San Francisco, and other places, where damage has
occurred because of heavy practice firing by the Coast Artil-
lery or the mobile Army. All the claims have been submitted
to an Army board of survey; all have been trimmed down or
allowed in full, as the facts in the case might warrant, and
are recommended for payment by the War Department and
Treasury Department, but can not be paid until we provide the
necessary appropriation.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I merely want to ask one ques-
tion: Would granting unanimous consent for the consideration
of this bill displace the unfinished business?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It would not.

Mr. SMOOT. Then I have no objection to the consideration
of the bill.

Mr. WARREN. I will say to the Senator that I had no inten-
tion of displacing the unfinished business in asking for the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. SMOOT. I know the Senator had mno such intention.
I merely wanted to understand the effect of agreeing to the
Senator's request.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported
from the Committee on Claims with an amendment, on page 1,
line 9, after the word “Islands” to insert “Great Britain,
Norway, and Japan,” so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, eto., That there be, and is hereby, appropriated, out of

ang money in the Treasury not otherwise :lppgo rﬁte& th:d' sum of

25,585.22 for payment of 200 approved claims for to and

oss of private pit.-g?erty belonging to citizens of the United States,

Hawall, and the lippine Islands, Great Britain, Norway, and Japan

that have arlsen &ﬂous to February 21, 1911, estimated for in House
ents Nos, 3242 and 1404, Sixty-first Congress, third session.

The amendment was agreed to. :
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendment was concurred in.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

EXECUTIVE SESSION.

Mr. SMOOT. I am informed that no Senator wishes to pro-
ceed with the discussion of the unfinished business, Therefore,
I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration of executive
business,

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business, After three minutes spent
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 2 o'clock
and 35 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow,
Wednesday, July 26, 1911, at 12 o’clock meridian.

CONFIRMATIONS.
Ezecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate July 25, 1911
CoLLECcTOR 0F CUSTOMS.

C. Asa Francis to be collector of customs for the district of

Perth Amboy, in the State of New Jersey.
PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY.

The following-named commanders to be captains in the Navy
from the 1st day of July, 1911, to fill vacancies:

Joseph L. Jayne, and

William L. Howard.

Commander Robert B. Higgins, an additional number in
grade, to be a captain.

Commander Charles W. Dyson, an additional number in
grade, to be a captain.

Ensign (Junior Grade) George 8. Bryan to be a lieutenant.

Passed Asst. Surg. Joseph P. Traynor to be a surgeon.

POSTMASTERS.
I0WA.
Thomas M. Atherton, Osage.
Benjamin F. Paul, Blairstown.
NORTH DAKOTA.
George B. Childs, Kenmare,
WISCONSIN.
Frank A. Everhard, Ripon.
WYOMIRG.

Henry D. Ashley, Encampment.

SENATE.
Weo~esoay, July 26, 1911.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, D. D.

The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and ap-
proved.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED.

A message from the House of Representatives, by J. C. South,
its Chief Clerk, announced that the Speaker of the House had
signed the following enrolled bills, and they were thereupon
signed by the Vice President:

H. R.4412. An act to promote reciprocal trade relations with
the Dominion of Canada, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 12312, An act to amend paragraph 500 of the act ap-
proved, August 5, 1900, entitled “An act to provide revenue,
equalize duties, and encourage the industries of the United
States, and for other purposes.”

PETITIONS AND AEMORIALS,

The VICE PRESIDENT presented a petition of Loecal Chap-
ter, American Woman's League, of Tacoma, State of Washing-
ton, praying for an investigation of the United States Post
Office and the BE. G. Lewis cases, St. Louis, Mo., which was
referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented the memorial of Joseph D. Holmes, of
New York City, N. Y., remonstrating against a revision of the
woolen schedule of the tariff law at the present session, which
was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. KERN presented a petition of the Religious Society of
Friends of Indiana, praying for the ratification of treaties of
arbitration between the United States, England, France, and
Germany, which was referred to the Commiittee on Foreign
Relations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES,

Mr, NELSON, from the Committee on Public Lands, to which
was referred the bill (8. 3069) to amend section 1 of an act of
Congress approved May 20, 1908, the same being chapter 1581 of
the Acts of Congress for the year 1908, reported it with an
amendment and submitted a report (No. 109) thereon.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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Mr. WARREN. I am directed by the Committee on Appro-
priations, to which was referred the joint resolution (H. J. Res.
130) making appropriations for certain expenses of the House
of Representatives incident to the first session of the Sixty-
second Congress, to report it with amendments and submit a
report (No. 112) thereon. I desire to give notice that I shall
endeavor to call up the bill for consideration to-morrow or the
next day.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The bill will be placed on the
calendar,

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. CRANE:

A Dbill (8. 3105) granting an increase of pension to George
Choron; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. OWEN:

A Dbill (8. 3106) granting an increase of pension to William
Starry; and

A bill (8. 3107) granting an increase of pension to Sue B.
Merrill; to the Committee on Pensions,

- By Mr. SHIVELY :

A bill (8. 3108) for the relief of George W. Philpott; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (8. 3109) granting an increase of pension to David
Poffenbarger; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. GRONNA : v

A bill (8. 3110) to amend section 1 of the act of Congress
of June 22, 1910, entitled “An act to provide for agricultural
entries on coal lands”; to the Committee on Public Lands.

By Mr. KERN:

A bill (8. 3111) granting an increase of pension to William
Willis (with accompanying paper); to the Committee on
Pensions,

DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATIONS.

Mr. GUGGENHEIM submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 130) mak-
ing appropriations for certain expenses of the House of Repre-
sentatives incident to the first session of the Sixty-second Con-
gress, which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed. ]

NEW MEXICO AND ARIZONA.

Mr., BOURNE. I desire to give notice that on Saturday,
August 5, following the routine morning business, I shall
address the Senate on the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 14) to
admit the Territories of New Mexico and Arizona as States
into the Union upon an equal footing with the original States.

PENSACOLA NAVY YARD,

Mr. BRYAN. I desire fo give notice that to-morrow, imme-
diately after the disposition of the unfinished business, I will
ask the Senate to consider Senate resolution 100, directing
the Secretary of the Navy to report as to certain matters
relative to the Pensacola and other navy yards, which is now
on the table,

NEW MEXICO AND -ARIZONA,

Mr. OWEN. On Monday, as a member of the Committee on
Territories, I submitted my views to accompany House joint
resolution No. 14 to admit the Territories of New Mexico
and Arizona as States into the Union upon an equal footing
with the original States. I ask for a reprint of the views
with some slight corrections, (8. Rept, 100, pt. 2.)

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without objection, the order is
entered. .

CHUGACH NATIONAL FOREST LANDS IN ALASEKA.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following
message from the President of the United States, which was
read, and, with the accompanying maps and illustrations,
ordered to lie on the table and be printed (8. Doc. No. 77) :

To the Senate of the Uniled Siates:

On June 27 last your honorable body adopted the following
resolution ;

Resalved, That the President of the United States b
hereby, requested to transmit to the Senate of the United States copies
of all letters, ma;i:s, executive or departmental orders or instructions,
surveys, also applications to enter land, or for rights of way for rail-
roads or otherwise, and all other official r‘e‘;mrt? recommendations, docu-
ments, or records In the Departments of War, Interior, and Agriculture
or by any of the officials or bureaus of these departments, not includi
in the report of the Secretary of the Interior of April 26, 1911, printed
as Senate Document No. 12, SBixty-second Congress, first session, relating
in any way to the e¢limination from the Chusach National Forest, in
Alasgka, of land fronting npon Controller Bay, approximating 12,800
acres; especially referring to such Igngers, documents, ete., as relate to
the applications of the Controller Raillroad & Nayigation Co. for rights
of way or confirmation of its maps of rights of way or harbor rights
or privileges in or near to the said Controller Bay, or upon the Chugach

and he is

National Forest, or upon lands eliminated therefrom, or upon the tide
lands or shore lands of the said Controller Bay, with such information,
if any, as is in the possession of the War Department, relating to the
character of Controller Bay as a harbor, its soundings, and a designa-

tion of those portions of the harbor which are available for the use of
deep-water vessels,

Also, to include in the report hereby requested the names of the sol-
dlers whose claims are to be used as bases for the applications for the
land referred to, the mesne and subsequent assignments, and other data
relating thereto, with a statement of the present status of all said ap-
plications to enter said lands or for rights of way thereon.

I herewith submit copies of all the documents above re-
quested. The records in the Department of Commerce and
Labor are not asked for in the resolution, but the Secretary of
the Interior has secured from the Secretary of Commerce and
Labor certain documents relating to the subject matter on file
or of record in the Bureau of Coast and Geodetic Survey, and
those are transmitted as part of the documents furnished me
by the Secretary of the Interior. I also submit such documents
as are on the Iixecutive Office files relating to the Executive
order of October 28 last.

I deem it wise and proper to accompany the submission of
these documents with a statement in narrative form of the
action of the administration with the reasons therefor.

The Executive order of October 28, 1910, referred to in the
resolution, was in the terms following:

CHUGACH NATIONAL FOREST, ALASKA.

Under authority of the act of Congress of June 4, 1807 (30 Stat,, 11,
at 34 and 36), and on the recommendation of the Secretary of Agri-
culture, it is hereby ordered that the proclamation of February 23, 1009,
enlarging the Chugach National Forest, be modified to reduce the area
of guch national forest Ef eliminating therefrom the following-described
tract, containing approximately 12,800 acres of land, which has been
found upon examination, to be not chiefly valuable for national forest
purposes :

Beginning at a point where the meridian of longitude 144° 5" west
crosses the coast line of Controller Bay, thence north along said
meridian line to the parallel of latitude at 60° 10’ north; thence west
along said parallel to a point where the same crosses the coast line
at or near the mouth of Bering River, and thence along the coast to -
the glace of beginning.

The tract above described is hereby restored to the public domain,

War. H. TaFT.

Tue Warre Hovss,

Washington, October £8, 1910,

Controller Bay is upward of 20 miles in total length and 5
or G miles in width and is land-locked by a number of islands.
It was supposed for some time to be so shallow as to make its
use for navigation impossible, but in 1907 a channel was dis-
covered, which passed from the ocean to the southeast of the
island of Kanaka and curving into the bay extended south-
easterly some 7 miles. Mr. MecCabe, solicitor of the Agricul-
tural Department, states in the memorandum (Exhibit D-28)
prepared by him for submission to the Secretary and to me,
that investigation had shown that for a distance of 6 miles
the frontage of Controller Bay was on deep water, to be reached
by trestles of ordinary length. .

A more exact description of the channel is as follows: For
4 miles it is about three-quarters of a mile wide and for 3 miles
about 2,000 feet wide, gradually approaching nearer to the
ghore of the mainland. The channel is 11 fathoms where it
enters the bay, and continues for more than 5 miles to have a
30-foot depth, and then gradually shallows until it is from
12 to 15 feet at mean low water. The mean high tide would
inerease its depth 9 feet (Exhibit A-37). The bottom of the
channel is glacial silt and very easily dredgible, so_ that it
would be entirely praeticable to widen the channel and deepen
it the full length of T miles. The tract eliminated by the Ex-
ecutive order has a right-angled triangular form, with the
shore line or high-water mark as the hypotenuse, between 6
and 7 miles long and roughly about the same length as the
channel I have described. The north shore opposite the en-
trance of the channel to the bay is between 2 and 3 miles from
low-water mark, and is separated therefrom by tidal mud
flats that are covered at high water. The 30-foot contour line
is about a mile farther from the shore line.

All the territory surrounding Controller Bay was included in
the Chugach Forest Reservation in 1909 by a proclamation of
President Roosevelt. The importance of Controller Bay is
that it lies about 25 miles frém very valuable coal deposits
known as the Bering coal fields. Katalla Bay is to the west
of Controller Bay and almost immediately adjoins it. It is an
open roadstead npon the shore of which an attempt was made
by the Morgan-Guggenheim syndicate to establish a railway ter-
minal, and thence to build a road to the Bering coal fields, al-
ready mentioned. The attempt failed for the reason that the
breakwater protecting the terminals was destroyed by storms
and the terminals became impracticable. Some 50 miles or
more farther west of Katalla Bay is the mouth of the Copper
River, where there is an excellent harbor, on which is the
town of Cordova. There the Copper River Railroad, owned by
the Morgan-Guggenheim interests, has its terminals, and the
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line runs to the mnortheast along the Copper River and has
nearly reached certain rich copper mines in the interior. A
branch from this main line is projected to the Bering coal fields
and is feasible (Exhibit C4-C).

When the channel in the Controller Bay was discovered, Mr.
Tittmann, Superintendent of the Coast Survey, as shown by
his letter in the record (Exhibit C—4-A), was of opinion that it
was of great value and ought o be maintained as a naval res-
ervation because of its proximity to the coal fields. His letter
was subniitted by the Secretary of Commerce and Labor to the
Becretary of the Interior, who invited the comment of the
Director of the Geological Survey. That officer replied that the
harbor was a poor one, and that it would not be as good for a
naval reservation as one already selected, but that he thought
that private capital ought to be encouraged to construct a rail-
way from the channel over the mud flats to the shore and thence
to the coal fields. Capt. Pillsbury, of the Army Engineers, in a
report in the record (Exhibit B-60), made in 1908, mentions
three possible objections to Controller Bay: First, that the sur-
rounding islands may prove to be.so low as not fully to protect
the channel; second, that the flats extend two or three miles
from the shore; and, third, that ice formed in the rivers enter-
ing the bay and affected by tidal currents may destroy struc-
tures put wpon the flats, and especially a long trestle built
over them. - :

In December, 1909, Mr. Richard 8. Ryan, representing the
Controller Railway & Navigation Co., applied to Mr. Pinchot,
the then Forester (Exhibit D-1), for an elimination from the
Chugach Forest Reservation of a tract of land to enable his
company to secure railroad terminals, bunkers, railroad shops,
etc., on the northeast shore of Controller Bay. This applica-
tion was referred by the Associate Forester to the district for-
ester at Portland, Oreg., and by him to the forester in Alaska,
The result of these references and the application was that
early in 1010 Mr. Graves, who had in the meantime become
Forester, reported that there was no objection from the stand-
point of forestry interests to the elimination of the tract indi-
eated, or, Indeed, of 18,000 acres on the northeast shore of
Controller Bay (Exhibit D-14).

The attention of the Navy Department was invited by the
Forestry Bureau to the proposal to open the shore of Controller
Bay to eniry and occupation, and inquiry was made whether
the Navy Department desired to use Controller Bay as a reser-
vation and whether it objected to its being opened up (Exhibit
D-5). The answer was in the negative (Exhibit D-9).

The matter was considered by the Forestry Bureaun, by the
Secretary of Agriculture, by the Secretary of the Imterior, and
by the General Land Office, and the result was a recommenda-
tion to me in May, 1910, that an elimination be made of 320
acres, with a frontage of 160 rods on the northeast shore of
Controller Bay (Exhibit D-28). I entertained some gquestion
about the matter, and stated my objections at a Cabinet meet-
ing. Thereafter, some time in June, I had an interview with
Mr. Richard 8. Ryan, the promoter of the Controller Railway
& Navigation Co., to whom the Secretary of the Interior had
stated my objections, which led to Ryan's sending a communica-
tion to the Secretary of the Interior under date of July 13,
1910 (Exhibits A-6 and C-2-B). This letter was, in the Secre-
tary’s absence, sent by the department to me at once. I con-
sidered the whole case in August, 1910, and directed that the
320 acres, recommended by both departments, be eliminated as
recommended (Exhibit D-33). Nothing was done, however, in
the matter until I returned to Washington in October, 1910,
when a formal order, which had been drawn in the Inferior
Department (Exhibit C-2-K) and was subsequently specifically
approved by the Secretary of Agriculture (Exhibit O-2-7)
and returned fo the Interior Depariment, was submitted to
me by the Acting Secretary of the Interior, with the approval
of that department (Exhibit C-2-K). The order was as
follows:

[Executive order,]
CHUGACH NATIONAL FOREST, ALASKA,

Under authority of the act of Congress of June 4, 1897 (30 Stat,, 11,
at 34 and 30), and on the recommendation of the Becretary of Agr'lcul-
ture, it is bereby ordered that the proclamation of February 23, ik
enlarging the Chugach National Forest, be modifled to reduce the area
of such national forest by ellmlnating therefrom the following described
tract, containing approximately 320 acres of land, which has been
found, upon examination, to be not chiefly valuable for national forest
purposes and which ls necessary for terminal purposes and desired by
the Controller Raflway & Navigation Co. for such purposes:

Beginning at a point on Controller Bay which bears south 17° 22’
west, 1,106.7 feet from United States location monoment No. 842:
thence north 5,729.5 feet : thence east 2,202.1 feet; thence south 7,044.2
fect to & point on Controller Bay ; thence following the meanders of the
bay north 52° 30" west, 1,460 feet; thence north 79° 26’ west 800 feet:
thence north 42° 34’ west 380 feet, to the point of beginning, cuntainin;
320 acres, approximately, the same in approximate longitude 144
11" west from Greenwlch, latitude 00° 8 nor

The tract above described is hereby restored to the public domain.

The question finally came before the Cabinet late in October.
After a full discussion of the matter, and after a consideration
of the law, I expressed dissatisfaction with the order because it
purported on its face to make the elimination for the benefit
of a railroad company of a tract of land which the company
could not secure under the statute, for it was a tract 320 acres
in one body when only 160 acres could be thus acguired. In
the second place, I preferred to make a much larger elimina-
tion of a tract facing the entire channel, and with sufficient
room for a terminal railway town. I was willing to do this
beeause I found the restrictions in the law sufficient to prevent
the possibility of any monopoly of either the upland or the har-
ber or channel by the Controller Railway & Navigation Co. or
any other persons or company. For lack of time sufficient to
draft a memorandum myself, I requested the Secretary of the
Interior, who, with the Secretary of Agriculture, after full
discuseion, had agreed in my conclusion, to prepare a letter
setting forth the reasons for making the larger elimination, so
that it might become part of the record. The letter is of even
date with the order (Exhibit A-18). It does not set forth the
reasons for the larger order as fully as I did in discussing it

It Liad been originally suggested by the Forestry Bureau that
18,000 acres might safely be eliminated so far as forestry pur-
poses were concerned (Exhibit D-9), but fear had been ex-
pressed by one of the district foresters that such a large elimi-
nation would offer an opportunity to the company to use land
scrip and aequire title to extensive town sites, and the result
of the joint consideration of both departments had been the
reduction to 320 acres (Exhibit C-2-K),

I wish to be as specific as possible upon this point and to
say that I alone am responsible for the enlargement of the pro-
posed elimination from 820 acres to 12,800 acres, and that I
proposed the change and stated my reasons therefor, and while
boith Becretaries cordially concurred in it, the suggestion was
mine, :

The statement of Mr. Ryan, who had been properly vouched
to the Forester by two gentlemen whom I know, Mr. Chester
Lyman and Mr. Fred Jennings (Exhibit D-12), and who had
produced a letter from a reputable financial firm, Probst,
Wetzler & Co. (Exhibit D-2G), was that the railway company
which he represented had expended more than $75,000 in mak-
ing preparations for the construction of a railway from Con-
troller Bay fo the ceal fields, 25 miles away, but that they
were obstructed in so doing by the order reserving the Chu-
gach Forest Reservation, which covered all of the Controller
Bay shore. He, as well as Probst, Wetzler & Co., gave every
assurance that the Copper River Railway Co., owned by Messrs,
Morgan and Guggenheim, had no connection with them, and
that they were engaged in an independent enterprise in good
faith to build an independent railroad (Exhibits C-2-B and
D-26). No evidence to the contrary has been brought to my
attention since.

Of course it was possible that the owners of the Copper River
Railway Co. might attempt to buy this railroad when, and if,
it was built. It was possible that Mr, Ryan was acting in the
interests of the Copper River Railroad, although I did not be-
lieve it; but, whether this was true or not, it was clear that the
order of elimination by reason of the restrictions of the act of
Congress hereafter explained, would not permit the owners of |
either railroad to shut out any other capitalists who might
desire to construct a railroad from the channel of Controller
Bay to the coal fields; and if by this order we could secure the
construction of a raiflroad from Controller Bay to the coal
fields, it would be a distinet step in the useful development of
Alaska. The rates of freight for coal to be charged, of course,
would always be subject to congressional control, and if Gov-
ernment ownership seemed a wise policy under the peculiar
circumstances, ample land for right of way, harbor frontage,
and terminals must always remain available under the law for
Government use, or if it is preferred to take over to the Gov-
ernment a railway built by private enterprise, condemnation is
easy,

The thing which Alaska needs is development, and where
rights and franchises can be properly granted fo enconrage
investment and consiruction of railroads without conferring
exclusive privileges, I believe it to be in accordunce with good
policy to grant them. :

Full authority is given in the Federal statutes for the loca-
tion of railroads and the acquisition of a right of way over
public lands by such location and construction of the road in
Alaska (30 Stat. I., 409), and this is permitted even in the
forest reservations (30 Stat. L., 1233). Pains are taken in
the statute to prevent one railroad from excluding another by
the appropriation of the only possible pass or canyon or defile
through which a road can be built between two points. The
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difficulty presented by a forest reservation in a case like this is
that there is no opportunity to secure town sites or proper
terminals for a coal road and shipping point in such a reserva-
tion. When, on the recommendation of Forester Pinchot, the
Chugach National Forest was created by proclamation of Presi-
dent Roosevelt in July, 1907, there were excepted from the
forest the several areas contained within boundaries formed
by eircles described with a radius of a mile each from the cen-
ters of 10 small towns or settlements. Among these were Eyak,
on Orca Bay, and Valdez, on Valdez Arm, A little later—Sep-
tember 18, 1007—there was eliminated from the reservation
approximately 33,000 acres of the water front on Valdez Arm,
the tract thus eliminated being a mile wide, abutting on the
ghore, and following the contour of the arm or bay for a dis-
tance of more than 30 miles (Exhibit A-44). At this time,
Valdez was deemed important as a future port. Both Orea
Bay and Valdez Arm are excellent barbors and have deep
water near the shore.

While it does not appear that the creation of railway termi-
nals and harbor facilities was one of the reasons for the exclu-
sion from the national forest of the lands around the town of
Eyak, or for the elimination of 33,000 acres at Valdez Arm, it
certainly was not regarded as necessary to include or to retain
these lands within the national forest for fear they would be
entered by a railroad, because on April 24, 1907, Mr. Ballinger,
then Commissiorer of the General Land Office, had called the
attention of Secretary Garfield to the fact that a number of
transportation companies were seeking to obtain rights of way
through the lands included in the general area proposed to be
reserved. Doubtless the rights of the public were thought to be
sufficiently safeguarded against monopoly of harbor facilities
under the limitations of the statute hereafter mentioned, which
were the same then as now. As a matter of fact, the Copper
River Railway Co., owned by the Morgan-Guggenheim syndicate,
having applied for terminal and station grounds at what was
then called Eyak shortly before the Chugach Forest Reservation
was proclaimed, has established its terminals there and thus
has been developed in the immediate neighborhood the well-
known terminal town of Cordova. Whenever the Bering coal
fields are opened this company can readily reach them by a
branch line, the construction of which has already been con-
gidered and is entirely practicable. Indeed, its promoters have
insisted to the Secretary of the Interior that this is the proper
method of developing these coal fields, and that they would not
be interested in building a direct line to Controller Bay, where it
would be necessary for them to duplicate terminal facilities they
already have at Cordova on a better harbor, and where coal is
not the only commodity seeking transportation. If this position
is correct, and it seems to have sound economic reasons behind
it, the only effect of preventing railroad construction at Con-
troller Bay would be to leave the field entirely to the Copper
River Railroad.

If a railroad was to be constructed from Controller Bay to
the Bering coal fields it was perfectly evident that there must
be a terminal town on the shore of Controller Bay, and I was
therefore glad and anxious to throw it open to entry and set-
tlement as one important step in encouraging railroad enter-
prise. I was certain that Congress bad provided, in the statutes
affecting the entry and settlement of land in Alaska, limitations

“ which would prevent the possibility of the exclusive appropria-
tion of the harbor and channel of Controller Bay or its shores
or upland to any one railroad. This I propose now to show.

The only practicable method for securing title from tbe
Government in such a tract as this after its elimination is by
the nse of what is called * soldiers’ additional homestead right
evidenced by scrip. The statufory limitations upon this method
of acquiring title are threefold: .

First. No more than 160 acres can be entered in any single
body by such scrip (30 Stat. L., 409; 32 Stat. L., 1028).

Second. No location of serip along any navigable waters can
be made within the distance of 80 rods of any lands already
located along such waters. No entry can be allowed extending
more than 160 rods along the shore of any navigable water,
and along such shore a space of at least 80 rods must be re-
served from entry between all such claims (30 Stat. L., 409;
82 Stat. L., 1028). Moreover, the statute expressly provides that
a roadway 60 feet in width, parallel to the shore line as near
as may be practicable, shall be reserved for the use of the
public as a highway (30 Stat. L., 413). 7

Third. Nothing in the¢ act contained is to be construed tfo
authorize entries to be made or title to be acquired to the
shore of any navigable waters within said district (30 Stat. L.,
400; 32 Btat. L., 1029). J

Under the first limitation the navigation company and every
other person is prevented from locating more than 160 acres

in one body. By the construction of the land department, as
shown in the record, this requires a separation between any
two entries by the same person or in the same interest of a
tract of 40 acres (Exhibit A-43). This would prevent the pos-
sibility of any one person or any one interest acquiring an entire
tract like that of 12,800 acres.

The second limitation is important in that it prevents the
entry of claims at any point on the shore having a greater
frontage than half a mile and gequires that between that and
the next claim taken up there shall be a frontage réserved to
the public and kept in publie control of a quarter of a mile.
The consequence is that in the 7 miles of the frontage of this
eliminated tract there must be reserved for Government control
and use, and such disposition as Congress may see fit to make,
and free from private appropriation, a frontage aggrezating
about 2% miles and so distributed along the shore in frontakes
of 80 rods as to make certain of a public frontage of this width
having all the advantage that any private frontage can have
(Exhibit A-38). In other words, if a tract with a half-mile
frontage is located at a particularly advantageous place with
reference to the harbor, then on each side of that frontage
must be reserved to the public a frontage of a quarter of a
mile, or a half mile in all, for public uses. These public front-
ages are to be connected by a 60-foot street reserved parallel to
the shore,

These two restrictions necessarily prevent a monopoly of land
abutting on the shore, and as they necessarily prevent a mo-
nopoly by any one locator, or in the interest of any company
for whom locators are acting, they take away the motive for
the acquisition of land and frontage merely for the purpose of
excluding other companies and possible competitors and tend
to confine locators to the acquisition of land to be profitable
in its use.

Since the Execntive order was issued, October 28, 1910, there
have been four locations under soldiers’ serip—three of them
of 160 rods each along the bay, separated by two divisions of
80 rods, dated November 1, November 10, and November 11,
1910, respectively. I shall assume that all of them are in the
interest of the Controller Railway & Navigation Co. None of
them has been approved or passed to patent, but I shall assume
they can be passed to valid patent. Where the fourth one,
dated March 11, 1911, is, does not appear on the map opposite
page 2, but it is understood to front 160 rods on the bay shore
on the east s'de of the Campbell River. In addition, upon one
of the 80-rod intervals, there is filed what is called a terminal
railroad claim of 40 acres, covering the entire frontage of 80
rods. This was filed December 14, 1910, after the location of
the two scrip entries which it conneets. It is plainly invalid
because placed on the interval of 80 rods especially reserved by
statute for the public. We thus have four frontages of 160
rods now located. -

Of the shore frontage unlocated which may be appropriated
by scrip, there remain six frontages of 160 rods each on the
shore of the tract opened by the Executive order facing the bay
and channel (see memorandum of Mr. Tittmann of the Coast
Survey, Exhibit A-38), and in addition about 2} miles of front-
age distributed in eleven 80-rod strips, subject to public use and
the disposition of Congress. There is thus ample room for
many other railroads to reach high-water mark on Controller
Bay, and there to acquire tracts for terminals, Of the 12,800
acres, the entries in area have covered not more than 800 acres,
and all the rest is available for scrip location or is reserved for
the public under the limitations of the act.

But it is said that the three or four locations are the best
ones on the bay with reference to the channel and harbor, and
are opposite the deepest part. If this is true, it is equally true
of the 80-rod reservations between and on each side of these
locations, More than that, the channel exténds 2} miles beyond
these locations, and while it narrows some and shallows some,
it still has a depth of from 15 to 30 feet at low water and, if
necessary, is easily capable of being dredged to greater depth
and greater width because of the character of the bottom.

But there is a third reason why the opening of this tract to
settlement and limited private appropriations can not lead to
a monopoly in the Controller Railway & Navigation Co. or any-
one else. The distance from the dry land, i. e., the shore land—
the line of high-water mark—to the line of low-water mark is
between 2 and 3 miles, and the distance to deeper water is
about a mile farther, making it necessary, if a harbor is to be
reached and used, to construct a viaduct or trestle 3 or 4 miles
long from the shore to the channel. This tidal flat is owned by
the United States, and the acquisition under the public-land
laws of tracts on the shore abutting these tidal flats gives no
right or title to those flats. This would be the law if the statute
was silent on the subject; but not only the statute of 1898 (30
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Stat. I., 409) but also the amending statute of 1903 (32 Stat. L.,
1028) expressly imposes the restriction that no title or right can
be obtained under the act in the shore of a navigable body of
water.

The theory upon which it has been contended that the Con-
troller Railway & Navigation Co. has practically acquired an
exclusive appropriation of the harbor is that its anticipated
ownership of the lands located by it and abutting on the shore
will give it the right to build viaducts from these lands to the
side of the deep channel 3% miles away and there establish
wharves on the channel equal in frontage to that of the loca-
tions made on the shore, and that even if it does not itself
build such wharves, it can prevent anyone else from enjoying
access to the channel for the whole length of its frontage, say,
2 miles. I have shown that even if this were the law, the
public reservations and the unlocated frontage would prevent
monopoly of the channel. But it is not the law.

The shore runs from high-water mark down to low-water
mark. The owners of the upland, by virtue of the title they
have acquired from the Government, do not acquire a vested
right of access to the deep water, and have no right or ease-
ment to build viaducts or trestles across the flats or wharves
along the deep channel which Congress may not regulate or
defeat.

The principle of law is settled by the decision of the
Supreme Court of the United States in the case of Shively v.
Bowlby (152 U. 8., 1). In that case it was decided that
“grants by Congress of portions of the public lands within a
territory to settlers thereon, though bordering on or bounded
by navigable waters, convey of their own force no title or right
below high-water mark” and do not impair the right either
of the United States or of the future State, when created, to
deal with the tidal land between high and low water mark
at pleasure. It was there held that in the State of Oregon
a person who took title to land acquired under an act of Con-
gress while Oregzon was a Territory, abutting on the tidal
water of the Columbia River, could not object to a subsequent
grant to another by the State of Oregon of the fidal lands
upon which the land of the grantee under the act of Congress
abutled.

It follows that no matter what the ownership of the upland
abutting on the tidal flats, Congress has complete power to
regulate the trestles and wharves which shall be built from the
shore to the channel and along it, and to determine their char-
acter and the distance along the channel they may occupy, and
in the absence of congressional action the abutting lot owners
can possibly acquire at best only a revocable license or permit
from the War Department to put in such structures as that
department will certify do not interfere with navigation.

Is congressional action wanting or has Congress given abut-
ting lot owners any permission or easement of this kind? In
only two instances has Congress conferred any such authority.

There i a provision of the act of May 14, 1898 (30 Stat. L.,
409), providing a right of way for located railways in Alaska
that reads as follows:

And when such rallway shall conneet with any navigable stream or
tidewater, such company shall have power to construct and maintain
necessary plers and wharves for connection with water transportation,
subject to the superyision of the Secretary of the Treasury.

But this is not a right incident to, or commensurate with,
ownership of abutting land, but it is incident only to the loea-
tion of a right of way of a railway. It secures to the railway
only such trestles or viaducts to the wharves along the deep
channel as the Secretary of the Treasury may deem necessary.

In the second place, there is a provision in the same act by
.which the Secretary of the Interior may permit the extension
of piers and the construetion of wharves from the 80-rod front-

- ages reserved to the publie, to the navigable channel, but such
piers gnd wharves must be open to public use for reasonable
tolls to be fixed by the Secretary (30 Stat. L., 413).

There is no provision or intimation in the statute that abut-
ting landowners as such shall have an easement of this kind.
The consequence is that even if the Controller Railway & Navi-
gation Co. were to obtain control of the entire frontage on the
north shore—which, of course, it can not do because of the S0-
rod reservations—it still could not appropriate the channel or
exclude anyone from its occupancy.

The whole contention that the Executive order and the open-
ing to settlement of the shore of Controller Bay grants a mo-
nopoly to the railway company rests on the claim that it has
given an opportunity to persons using serip to appropriate the
control of the only available and practicable parts of the chan-
nel by the location of the serip opposite to those parts. If now
the location of the scrip opposite to the harbor gives no right
‘to reach the harbor except as Congress may expressly give it,
clearly the Controller Railway & Navigation Co. has not the

slightest opportunity for exclusive appropriation of the harbor
facilities unless Congress shall by future act deliberately and
voluntarily confer it.

I should be lacking in eandor if I allowed it to be inferred
that this third reason for saying that there is not the slightest
danger of this order giving a monopoly of the channel to the
Controller Railway & Navigation Co. was present in my mind
when I made the order. I was, of course, satisfied because of
the other restrictions mentioned that no monopoly of the chan-
nel could follow, but I did not examine the law as to this point
at that time, But the law is as I have stated it, and the conse-
quences are inevitable.

The owners of the Controller Railway & Navigation Co.
realized the difficulty there might be in asserting a right as
abutting owners to construct trestles and wharves on the tidal
flats to the channel, and without even relying on the express
privilege conferred on railway companies to apply to the Secre-
tary of the Treasury for such permission, already quoted, went
direct to Congress and secured from Congress an act which
gives to the company expressly a right of way 200 feet wide
across the tidal flats to the deep water; but this grant of an
exclusive easement is carefully drawn and is accompanied and
surrounded with every safeguard. Express power to repeal it
is reserved to Congress, and the character and extent of the
structures on the channels are placed in the control of the War
Department upon recommendation of the Chief of Engineers.
This easement was grantbd in an act passed March 4 of this
vear (36 Stat. at Large, p. 1360), and only after full examina-
tion by the Interstate Commerce Committee of the House, after
recommendations by the War Department and the Interior
Department and a elarifying discussion in the House of Repre-
sentatives (Exhibits A—40, B-86, B-88, and B-90).

In the records of the War Department will be found one per-
mit to construct a trestle from the Controller Bay shore to the
channel, which, by extension, is still in force and will remain
so until January 1, 1912 (Exhibit B-78). This was given to the
Controller Bay & Bering Coal Railway Co., a different company
from the Controller Railway & Navigation Co. It does not ap-
prear upon what authority such permif could be given by the
War Department. Under the statute, the Secretary of the
Treasury is charged with supervision over such a case, and
before a lawful license can be granted his consent must be
chtained (30 Stat. L., 409).

It follows from what has been said that the question of how
the channel of Contreller Bay shall be used is wholly in the
control of Congress and nothing that has been done by the
Ixecutive order or otherwise imperils that control. With the
opportunity that any projected railway has to secure access to
the harbor by locating its right of way to the line of the shore
under supervision of the Secretary of the Treasury, or by appli-
cation to Congress, the mere private ownership of land abutting
on the shore is relatively unimportant. If a railway company
thus secures access by trestle and wharf to the deep-water chan-
nel, it may conveniently establish its terminal yards, stations,
warehouses, and elevators wherever in the eliminated tract it
can secure title, and extended frontage on the tidal flats is of
no particular advantage. As 12,000 acres in the tract eliminated
still remain open fo eniry, the prospect of a monopoly in one
railroad company is most remote. I submit to all fair-minded
men who may have been disturbed over the charges made In
respect to the Executive order of October 28, 1910, that it has
been demonstrated by the foregoing that no public interest has
suffered from its issue; that great good may come from it; and
that no dishonest or improper motive is needed to explain it. I
might, therefore, gtop here; but rather for the purpose of the
moral to be dra from them than to vindicate the order, I
propose to consider the attacks upon the order that misinforma-
tion, hysteria, or rancor has prompted.

The order has been criticized because it was not in form a
proclamation instead of an order. This was determined by Mr.
Graves, the Forester, who, in lefter of March 24, 1910, speaking
of the proposed elimination, says to his assistant:

Action in this instance will be takn by Executive order rather than
by proclamation accompanied by diagram.

And he gives the reasons in a note dated July 6, 1911 (Ex-
hibit D-43) :

When a comparatively small area Is to be eliminated from a national
forest the Executive order is very commonly used Instead of the procla-
mation, especially when other changes in boundaries may be m in a
short time. The preparation of the d!aﬁrams which accompany a
proclamation is necessarily expensive and laborious, and the issuance
of repeated proclamations with their diagrams is avoided when an
Executive order will serve the purpose. In the present case reports
were pending, recommending other changes in boundaries of the
Chugach Forest, and since the proposed eliminations would be de-

seribed without the use of a , the Executive order forms cf
elimination was chosen.
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The fact is that in law there is in effect no difference between
a proclamation and an Executive order. (Wood v. Beach, 156
U. B, 548-550.) In practice the same publicity is given to
each. Doth are sent to the State Department for record. (See
the letter from the Secretary of State—Exhibit A-35.) The
custom of the State Department is to advertise neither a procla-
mation nor an Executive order. Each is merely handed to the
representatives of the press after being executed, and is sent to
the large mailing list of the State Department. That course
was here pursued in respect to thé Executive order of October
28, 1910. In accordance with custom, copies were sent to the
Interior Department and the Agricultural Department, because
they were especially concerned.

The charge has been made that this was a secret order,
and that though it was made in October, 1910, no one knew
of it until April, 1911. This is utterly unfounded. The state-
ment of Mr. Vernon (Exhibit A-36), the correspondent of
the Post-Intelligencer, of Seattle, a newspaper of wide circu-
lation among a people most interested in Alaska, shows that
10 days before the order was made, news of the details of
Ryan’s applieation and the probability of its being granted was
given wide publicity. It further appears from the records of
the Interior Department that the evening the order was signed,
October 28, 1910, a fuoll notice of the issue of the order and
its details was furnished by the department to all correspond-
ents in the form of a news bulletin (Exhibits A-36 and C-32-0).
Finally, the agent of the Associated Press (Exhibit A-39)
certifies that at 7.23 p. m., October 28, 1910, there was sent out
by that association to all its newspaper clients a telegram taken
from a typewritten statement issued by the Interior Depart-
ment, as follows:

WASHINGTON, October 28.

Approximately 12,800 acres of land in the Chugach National Forest,
.Alas%m. have been restored by the President for disposition under ap-
froprlate land laws, according to information made public te-day by
he Interior Department. These lands are situated on the coast line
of Controller Bay in southern Alaska near the Cunningham clalms, and
have been found upon examinatioh to be of little value for forestry
purposes.

It would be difficult to prepare an advertisement more in-
forming to the public or more likely to attract the attention of
all likely to desire acquisition of land on Controller Bay. On
the 20th the Chief Forester sent a telegram making a similar
announcement to his district forester at Portland, Oreg. (Ex-

- hibit D-42).

The order has been attacked on the ground that it did not
contain a provision delaying its taking effect for 30 days after
its local publication as orders restoring land to settlement by
homesteaders frequently do. An examination of the record
furnishes an explanation of this feature of the order as made.
When, in October, the two departments had agreed, with my
acquniescence, that the order should be an elimination of only
320 acres, an order describing the 320 acres directing its restora-
tion to settlement and containing the usual provision postpon-
ing its taking effect 30 days was prepared in the Forestry Bu-
rean and forwarded to the Interior Department. There it was
deemed wiser to spread on the face of the order a specific dee-
laration that it was made to afford terminals for the Controller
Railway & Navigation Co., and as no one else was expected to
intervene and take up any part of the eliminated tract the
restoration was made immediate (Exhibit C-2-7).

The form thus amended was submitted to the Secretary of
Agriculture, who expressed his preference for the immediate
restoration order through his solicitor's memorandum on the
face of the order, as follows:

Mr. CLEMENTS
[Assistant Atforney in the Interior Department:]

Ve think this O. K. The Secretary says it is the direct way, and

appeals to him. GEo. P. McCagps.

The idea of the Secretary doubtless was that the short form
of order was preferable because on its face it was directly in-
dicative of the purpose to secure an opportunity to the railway
company by proper entry to settle on the land eliminated, and
as no one else was expected to intervene no postponement was
needed. Accordingly when the case came for decision in the
Cabinet the order was without any postponement clause. This
was the form sent me for my signature by the Acting Secretary
of the Interior Department (Exhibit C-2-K).

When I directed the striking out of the reference to the rail-
way company and the enlargement of the area from 320 acres
to 12,800 acres the form of the order in its provision for imme-
diate restoration was not changed. I have no doubt that this
was the renson why the order issned took the form it did. Had
the postponement clause been suggested, I wounld, doubtless,
have directed it to be embodied in the order. Buft the event has
proven that it was really not important in this case, for in now,

nearly nine months, only the Controller Railway & Navigation
Co. has made any scrip entries on the eliminated tract and this,
althongh 12,000 acres and about 2} miles of water front siill
remain open to entry, and there are several different railway
companies in addition to the Controller Railway & Navigation
Co. that had filed locations for rights of way in the vicinity in
the last two years who have had in the last nine months the
fullest notice of their opportunity if they wished to enter on
this land.

Before closing I desire to allude to a circumstance which the
terms of this resolution make apt and relevant. It is a widely
published statement attributed to a newspaper ecorrespondent
that in an examination of the files of the Interior Department a
few weeks ago a postsceript was found attached to a letter of
July 13, 1910, addressed by Mr. Richard 8. Ryan to Secrctary
Ballinger—and in the present record—urging the elimination
of land enough for terminals for the Controller Railway &
Navigation Co. The postseript was said to read as follows:
DeAR DICK:

I went to see the Presldent the other day. He “asked me who it
was I represented. 1 told him, according to our agreement, that I
represented myself. But this didn’t seem to sa him. 8o I sent
for Charlie Taft and asked him to tell his brother, the President, who
it was I really represented. The Presldent made no further objection
to my claim,

Yours, Dicx.

The postseript is not now on the files of the department. If
it were, it would be my duty to transmit it under this resolu-
tion. Who is really responsible for its wicked fabrication, if it
ever existed, or for the viciously false statement made as to its
authenticity, is immaterial for the purposes of this communi«
cation, The purport of the alleged postseript is, and the in-
tention of the fabricator was, to make Mr. Richard 8. Ryan
testify through its words to the public that although I was at
first opposed in the public interest to granting the elimination
which he requested, nevertheless through the undue influence
of my brother, Mr. Charles P. Taft, and the disclosure of the
real persons in interest, I was induced improperly and for the
promotion of their private gain to make the order.

The statement in go far as my brother is concerned—and
that is the chief feature of the postseript—is utterly unfounded.
He never wrote to me or spoke to me in reference to Richard
8. Ryan or on the subject of Controller Bay or the granting of
any privileges or the making of any orders in respect to
Alaska. He has no interest in Alaska, never had, and knows
nothing of the circumstances connected with this transaction.
He does not remember that he ever met Richard 8. Ryan, He
never heard of the Controller Railway & Navigation Co. until
my cablegram of. inquiry reached him, which, with his answer,
is in the record (Exhibits A-23 and 24).

Mr, Ballinger says in a telegram in answer to my inquiry,
both of which are in the record (Exhibits A-25 and 26), that he
never received such a postseript and that he was in Seattle on
the date of July 13, when it was said to have been written.

Mr. Richard 8. Ryan, in a letter which he has sent me with-
ont solicitation, and which is in the record (Exhibit A-21),
says that he never met my brother, Mr. Charles P, Taff, and
that so far as he knows, Mr. Charles P. Taft never had the slight-
est interest in Controller Bay, in the Controller Rallway &
Navigation Co., or in any Alaskan company, and he utterly
denies writing or signing the alleged postscript. The utter
improbability of his writing such a postseript to Mr. Ballinger
at Washington, when the latter was away for his vacation for
two monthg, must impress everyone.

The fact is that Mr. Ballinger never saw the letter of July
13, 1910, to which this postseript is sadd fo have been attached.
It was sent to me by Mr. Carr, Secretary Ballinger's private
secretary, at Beverly, on July 14—the next day (Exhibit
0-2-D). I read the letter at Beverly in August with other
papers and sent them to the White House. If was placed npon
the White House files and remained there until April 22, 1911
(Exhibits A-20 and 20), when it was, by request of Secretary,
Fisher, for use in connection with his answer to a Senate in-
quiry, returned to the Interior Department, and it was after
this that the correspondent is said to have seen the letter with
the postseript attached. Mr. Carr saw no such postseript when
he sent the letter to me. I did not see it when I read it. No
one saw it in the Executive Office, but it remained to appear
as a postscript when it is said that the correspondent saw the
letter in April or May on the files of the Interior Department.
All others were denied the sight (Exhibits A-20 and 41).

The person upon whose statement the existence of what has
been properly characterized as an amazing postscript is based,
is a writer for newspapers and magazines, who was given per-
mission by Secretary Fisher, after consultation with me, to
examine all the files in respect to the Controller Bay matter—
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dnd this under the supervision of Mr. Brown, then private sec-
retary to the Secretary of the Interior (Exhibit A-29). After
the examination, at which it is alleged this postseript was re-
ceived from the hand of Mr. Brown, the correspondent prepared
an elaborate article on the subject of this order and Controller
Bay, which was submitted to Mr. Fisher, and which was dis-
cussed with Mr, Fisher at length, but never in the conversation
between them or in the article submitted did the correspondent
mention the existence of the postscript. Mr. Brown states that
there was no such postseript in the papers when he showed them
to the correspondent and that he never saw such a postseript,
Similar evidence is given by Mr. Carr and other custodians of
the records in the Interior Department (Exhibit A-29).

Stronger evidence of the falsity and maliciously slanderous
character of the alleged postscript could not be had. Its only
gignificance is the light it throws on the bitterness and venom
of some of those who take active part in every discnssion of
Alaskan Issues. The intensity of their desire to besmirch all
who invest in that District and all who are officially connected
with its administration operates upon the minds of weak
human instruments and prompts the fabrieation of suech false
testimony as this postgeript. I dislike to dwell upon this fea-
ture of the ease, but it is g0 full of a lesson that ought to be
taken to the heart of every patriotic citizen that I can not pass
it over in silence. y

When I made this order I was aware that the condition of
public opinion in reference to investments in Alaska, fanned
by charges of fraud—some well founded and others of an hys-
terical and unjust or false character—would lead to an attack
upon it and to the guestioning of my motives in signing it. I
remarked this when I made the order, and I was not mistaken,
But a public officer, when he conceives it his duty to take
affirmative aetion in the public inferest, has no more right to
allow fear of unjust criticism and attack to hinder him from
taking that action than he would to allow personal and dis-
honest motives to affect him. It is easy in ecases like this to
take the course which timidity prompts and to do nothing, but
such a course does not inure to the publie weal.

I am in full sympathy with the concern of reasonable and
pafriotic men that the valuable resources of Alaska should not
be turned over to be exploited for the profit of greedy, absorb-
ing, and monopolistic corporations or syndicates. Whatever
the attempts which have been made, no one, as a matter of fact,
has secured in Alaska any undue privilege or franchise not
completely under the control of Congress. I am in full agree-
ment with the view that every care, both in administration
and in legislation, must be observed to prevent the corrupt or
unfair acguisition of undue privilege, franchise, or right from
the Government in that District. But everyone must know that
the resources of Alaska can never become available either
to the people of Alaska or to the public of the United States
unless reasonable opportunity is granted to those who would
invest their money to secure a return proportionate to the risk
run in the investment and reasonable under all the circumstances,

On the other hand, the acrimony of spirit and the intense
malice that have been engendered in respect of the administra-
tion of the government in Alaska and in the consideration of
measures proposed for her relief and the wanton recklessness
and eagerness with which attempts have been made to besmirch
the characters of high officials having to do with the Alaskan
government, and even of persons not in publie life, present a
condition that calls for condemmation and requires that the
public be warned of the demoralization that has been produced
by the hysterical suspiclons of good people and the unserupu-
lous and corrupt misrepresentations of the wicked. The help-
less state to which the credulity of some and the malevolent
scandal mongering of others have brought the people of Alaska
in their struggle for its development ought to give the public
pause, for until a juster and fairer view be taken, investment
in Alaska, which is necessary to its development, will be im-
possible, and honest administrators and legislators will be em-
barrassed in the advocacy and putting into operation of those
policles in regard to the Territory which are necessary to its

progress and prosperity.
‘War, H, TarT,

Tue Warre Housg, July 26, 1911,

LEAVE OF ABSENCE TO HOMESTEADERS,

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming., From the Committee on Public
Lands I report back, with an amendment, in the nature of a
substitute, the bill (8. 3052) granting leave of absence to cer-
tain homesteaders, and I submit a report (No. 111) thereon.
On behalf of my colleague [Mr. WARreN] I ask unanimous con-
sgent for the present consideration of the bill

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the bill
for the information of the Senate.

b

The SEcCRETARY. The Committee on Public Lands report to
strike out all after the enacting clause and to insert:

That all persons who have heretofore made homestead entries in the
Lemmon, Timber Lake, Rapld City, Chamberlain, Gregory, and FPlerre
land districts, in the State of Bouth Dakota ; in the Valentine, O’Neill,
and Alliance ’land distriets, in the State of Nebraska; in the ﬁlck!lmon
land district, in the State of North Dakota; and In the Cheyenne,
Evanston, Sundance, and Douglas land districts, in the State of Wyo-
ming, are hereby relfeved from the necessity of residence upon their
lands from the date of the approval of this aet to April 15, 1912:
Provided, That the time of actual absence doring the period named
shall not be deducted from the full time of residence required by law.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com-
mittee of the Whole.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Is the Bellefourche land district, South
Dakota, included in the bill?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is not included.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I désire to amend the bill by inserting
* Bellefourche ” after “ Chamberlain.” .

TLe VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from South Dakota
offers an amendment, which will be stated.

The SecreTARY. Insert after “ Chamberlain,” in the State of
South Dakota, the word “ Bellefourche.” !

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I know of no reason why this
amendment shonld not be made. The reason why it was not
inserted in the substitute was that it was not included among
those land distriets sent to the committee by the Commissioner
of the General Land Office, of which he had nofice as being
in distress. If the Senator himself knows the eircumstances,
the amendment will be accepted by the committee.

Mr, BORAH. Is there a report accompanying the bill?

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is a writien report pre-
sented with the bill

Mr. BORAH. I ask that it be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the report
will be read.

The Secretary read the report this day submitted by Mr.
Crasg of Wyoming, as follows:

The Committee on Publle Lands, to whom was referred the bill
(8. 3052) granting leave of absence to certain homesteaders, referred
the same to the Becretary of the Interior for a report thereon, which
report is as follows and Is made a part of this report:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, July 25, 1911.
Hon, ExUTE NELSON,
Chairman Senate Committee on Publie Lands.

Sie: I have the honor to acknowledge receipt of a copy of Senate
bill 3052, Sixty-second Comgress, first session, entitled “A bill granting
leave of absence to certain homestesders,” which was introduced by
-?eﬁator WarkeN on July 18, 1911, and to make a report thereon as
ollows :

That this bill be amended so as to read:

“Re it enacted, ete., That all persons who have heretofore made home-
stead eniries in the Lemmon, Timber Lake. Rapid City, Chamberlain,
Gregory, and Plerre land districts, in the State of South Dakota; in
the Valentine, O'Neill, and Alliance land districts, In the State of Ne-
braska ; and in the Cheyenne, Evanston, Sundance, and Douglas land
districts, in the State of Wyoming, are hereby relieved from the neces-
sity of residence upon their lands from the date of the approval of this
act to April 15, 1912: Provided, That the time of actual absence dur-
ing the period named shall not be deducted from the full time of resi-
dence required by law and where any such entryman had abandoned
the land embraced in his entry for a perlod of six months or more im-
mediately precvdlnﬁethe passage of this act, the leave of absence herein
granted shall not available as a defense to an{nmntest brought to
enforce the forfeiture of the entry through such abandonment."

The records of this department do not disclose that the other States
and Territories mentloned are anfferlnﬁ from a dronght to such a de-
ree as to warrant this extension, orrespondence with this office,

owever, indicates thatedparts of the Dickinson land district, in North
Dakota, are also affected by this drought,

Yery respectiully, SAMUEL ADAMS,
Acting Secretary.
Your committee, having had the bill under consideration, recom-

mends that the same be amended by striking out all after the enacting
clause and inserting the followin

“That all persons who have
the Lemmon, Timber Lake, Rapid City, Chamberlain, Gregory, and
Pierre land éiatricts, in the State of South Dakota; in the Valentine,
0O'Neill, and Alliance land districts, in the State of Nebraska; in the
Dickinson land district, in the State of North Dakota; and in the
Chevenne, Evanston, Sundance, and Douglas land districts, in the State
of Wyoming, are hereby relleved from the necessity of residence upon
their lands from the date of the approval of this act to April 15, 1912
Provided, That the time of actual absence during the perlod named
ghall not be deducted from the full time of residence required by law.”

Your committee further recommends that the bill when so amended
do pass.

Mr. NELSON, Mr. President, I desire to make a brief state-
ment. The bill as originally introduced covered a large number
of States and the entire area of the States. It was referred to
the Interior Department, and they reported that only in certain
land districts in particular States did conditions exist which
warranted a call for legislation, and hence the committee re-
ported it substantially with the recommendation of the Interior
Department. Among other States, for instance, that were in-
cluded in the original bill was the State of Minnesota. We have

‘fwéretofore made homestead entries in
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no occasion for such legislation in that State. No drought has
existed in that State avhich has destroyed the «crops either last
year or this year,

Under the general law a homesteader who has initiated a set-
tlement on his claim can by application to the Land Office secure
a leave :of absence for six months, but where a settler has not
initiated his claim he can not get such leave. The object of this
Iaw is to cover those parts of the country where they lost their
crops from drought last year altogether, and this year also, and
where they have been unable to initiate a settlement on that
account. It is for the purpose of allowing those settlers to stay
away until next spring, in order that they may earn something
for the support of themselves and their families. It is to cover
cases where they have not initiated a settlement, Where they
have initinted a settlement they can obtain a leave of absence
for six months at one time.

The limitation put into the bill limiting it to these particu-
lar lands is done at the instance of the Interior Department.
Before that report was sent in I had a conversation with the
Commissioner of the General Land Office. He said they have
on file in their office information from the various land dis-
tricts so that they counld determine in what locality this relief
is needed. One district in North Dakota was not included in
the amendment he suggested, but he added in his letter that
the conditions were such there as in the other localities, and
hence we added in the amendment the Dickinson land district,
in the State of North Dakota.

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President, I shounld like to ask the Senator
from Minnesota if in passing this bill we are establigshing any
precedent likely to trouble us in the future?

Mr. NELSON. We are establishing this precedent: If it
should happen that they had two years of drought in succes-
sion that utterly destroyed the crops, as has been the case in
this instance in these localities, it would afford a precedent for
relief in those cases.

Mr. PAGHE. Is there any precedent in the past for this
action?

Mr. NELSON. Not exactly of this kind. We have passed
several bills for the relief of settlers, relieving them from
occupying the lands during the winter. T recollect that a
year or two ago we passed a bill for the benefit of settlers in
North Dakota and other Northwestern States on account of the
severe winter storms, which prevented them from living on
their claims., We excused them from living on them during
that stormy period in the winter. Senators will bear in mind
that while the bill gives the settlers a leave of absence until
the 12th of April next, they have still to live five years on the
land before they can get title. )

Mr. PAGE. Mr. President, it seems to me it would hardly
be possible that this drought is something so unprecedented
that relief should be called for at this time, when nothing of
the kind has occurred in the past.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President:

Mr. NELSON. Let me answer that question. The truth of it
is that a large share of these lands, especially in South
Dakota, to my knowledge, were entered for the first time at
the Land Office last year under a system of drawings and allot-
ments. -They were Indian lands opened to homestead settle-
ment for the first time. In inost of these cases the home-
stead settlers did not get the land free. They are required to
reside on it, as they did in other cases where they got the
land free. But in these cases they have to pay a price for the
land, and that goes to the benefit of the Indians. Most of
these are not what you would call free homesteads. The
homestead requirement of the settler has been incorporated in
connection with the price that they have to pay to the Indians
for the land. .

Mr, PAGE. I see that the department does not recommend
the passage of this bill; it simply answers the question very
briefly. It occurred to me that this was not the first dry time
that has occurred in the past., What I wish to know of the
Senator from Minnesota is whether there is some precedent
for this legislation or whether it is new?

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, we have precedent for this
kind of legislation where there has been&reut drought in the
past. But, if the Senator will permit me, this is more especially
necessary new because of the new endeavor, comparatively
gpeaking, of dry farming, so called. Lands that were supposed
to be arid and semiarid, where water can not be conducted upon
them, are now being brought under cultivation. There have
been large numbers of people who have settled upon these lands
and by deep plowing and summer fallowing are reclaiming
the land, making homes, and through their sturdy efforts they
are not only making two blades of grass grow where but one
grew before, but are making thousands of blades of grass,

thousands -of acres of growing crops grow, where none grew
before, and where in some cases the land was an absolute desert
and in others, at best, only produced short, sparse, wild grasses.
They had in many localities a very severe drought all last sum-
mer and very little snow in the winter and again drought this
last spring and present summer.

There isno class of settlers—in fact, no class of citizens—that
deserves better treatment or greater indulgence at the hands of
the United States Government than do these hardy, industrious,
honest, enterprising pioneers who are forcing the reluctant seil
to gnther and give up moisture enough to insure, at least every
other year, a crop worth harvesting,

This proposed bill does not relieve the settler of any respen-
sibility whatever except that it allows him to live longer on the
place before he is obliged to make proof on his claim. The
Government loses nothing and the settler gains nothing except
that he can make sure proof that he has cultivated so much
land and gathered crops where he would be debarred from doing
it and lose his land if these two dry summers were allowed to
count against him and he was not offered relief.

Mr. PAGE. I was not attempting to debate the proposition,
except to inquire if this is legislation absolutely new and un-
precedented, because in that case I think we ought to debate it
still further. If there are precedents for it, as I understand
there are, I have nothing further to say.

Mr. NELSON, Mr. President, I want to say, for the informa-
tion of the Senator from Vermont, that under the general home-
stead law a settler is required, if he wants the land for nothing
except the Land Office fees, to reside upon the land and culti-
vate it and make-it his home for five years. He can, however,
under the general homestead law commute his homestead, as
we call it; that is, after living on the land 14 months and
improving and cultivating it during that time, he ean, at the end
of 14 months, prove up and get title by paying for the land a
dollar and a quarter an acre.

A considerable portion of these lands are Indian lands, In
opening them for settlement the homesteaders were required to
pay a specific price for the lands, and in .order to prevent their
going into the hands of speculators the homestend requirement
of settlement and cultivation was incorporated. These settlers
have still got to live five years on this land, or they can at the
end of 14 months commute, but they must pay the stipulated
price. All the relief this bill gives them is that between now
and next April they need not live on the land. Otherwise in all
respects they are obliged to fulfill the requirements of the law.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I do not propose to interpose
any opposition to the passage of this measure, but I want to
say, before it does pass, that I think it a very poor kind of
land legislation. On May 20, 1862, we passed our homestead
law, which requires a homesteader to reside for the term of
five years upon his land. That law has become antiquated in
its operation and imposes very great hardship on the set(ler.
We are constantly passing laws for the relief of the settler
in his distressed condition, because if any unforeseen hardship
whatever overtakes him he is already so impoverished by the
long years which he must reside upon his homestead before he
ean have title or utilize it that he must appeal to Congress for
relief.

Our sister country, Canada, with which we are so enamored
at this time, has provided that a homesteader may acquire title
to public land within three years, and that he may have an
absence from his home six months out of each year for the pur-
pose of earning that which almost all settlers have to earn in
order to enable them to take care of their expenses, which gen-
erally can not be earned upon the homestead in the first few
years of settlement. :

I intreduced a bill a year or so ago—some time within which
the memory of man runneth not to the contrary—and sent it
to the Committee on Public Lands. I have mof since heard
from it. I think that, in order to relieve the settler, in order
to induce immigration in a bona fide way to the publie lands,
the settlement of the public lands should at this time be placed
upon a practical business basis and in accordance with the
conditions of the present time; that we should get from under
the archaic law of 40 or 50 years ago and give the settler an
opportunity to utilize his assets, to utilize his earnings, and
to utilize his lands as soon as the bona fide of the settler has
been established.

That is as thoroughly established after a period of residence
of three years as it is after a period of residence of five years.
Instead of administering these temporary reliefs for the dis-
tressed condition of the setflers we ounght to overhaunl the
land law and place it in harmony with present conditions and
the present time.
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Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President, I am entirely in
harmony with the Senator from.Idaho [Mr. Borar], but in the
meantime, while we are overhauling the general land laws, I
think we should pass this bill for temporary relief.

One of two things must happen, Mr. President, either these
people must be relieved by the passage of a law of this sort or
they must lose their effort for the time mentioned by the Sena-
tor from Minnesota [Mr. NErLsoN] and by my colleague from
Wyoming [Mr. WARReN]. It is true, as the Senator from Idaho
says, that our land laws are archaie; it is further true that
every possible obstruetion is put in the way at this day of
every man who wants to settle upon the public lands of the
United States, there to carve out a home. Not only are ob-
struetions put in his way practically, but hardly an entry is
made in loeal land offices that has not the tinge of suspicion
cast upon it. No matter how honest may be the setflement,
no matter how earnest may be the endeavor, it is almost im-
possible, Mr. President, for a man in this day to secure, with
any reasonable degree of certainty or in any reasonable time,
the title to the land which he has occupied.

The conditions at the present time in these particular land
districts are known all over the country. It is known that
there have been droughts; it is known that the crops have
failed; it is known that unless these settlers get this tempo-
rary relief they must forfeit whatever right they may have as
attached to this land. I hope that we may not wait for general
laws in order to relieve a present necessity.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I did not inferpose opposition to
the passage of the bill, but I rise to say again that there are
hundreds of settlers upon the public lands who are suffering
from hardships imposed upon them, almost as much so as those
who have been peculiarly subjected to hardships by reason of
the drought. I can not understand the persistency with which
ihe American Congress refuses to relieve the man who is in
good faith trying to make a home upon the public domain. We
are quick to act in certain emergencies and under certain con-
ditions, but the lone settler who goes upon the public domain,
impoverished generally when he starts, receives but little con-
sideration, even after 10 yenrs of earnest petitioning to this
Congress to enable him to acquire a home under conditions
which leave him in a position to take care of his family after
he has acquired his home. His family is deprived of schooling;
his land is mortgaged the day after he aequires his title in
order to take care of the expenses which have been necessarily
incurred in the long years which he has been upon the land.
We are persistently pursuing a course, year after year, of im-
poverishing the men who, as home builders, are trying to build
up and reclaim these unsettled regions.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, I favor the passage of the
pending bill as a matter of needed relief; but I am in hearty
sympathy with the demand of the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Borau] for immediate and comprehensive amendments to our
land laws.

Seven years ago I had occasion to call the attention of the
Senate to our misfit land laws, and declared that those laws,
whilst originally adapted to the settlement of the agricunltural
portion of the public domain in the humid regions and guard-
ing carefully against land monopoly, were not well suited to
the settlement of the public domain in the arid and mineral
regions of the country.

I have several times since taken oceasion to comment upon the
insufficiency of our land Iaws to meet the economie requirements
of western development, and that this very fact had brought
about an evasion of the laws with a view to meeting such eco-
nomic requirements. These conditions brought about a state
of public opinion in the West which. regarded with compla-
cency the evagion of the law, and under these conditions of
public opinion large areas of timber and coal land drifted
into monopolistic control, though the purpose of the law was
to avoid it.

RISE OF THEH CONSERVATION POLICY.

Under Mr. Roosevelt's administration a vigorous propaganda
was urged for the reform of the land laws, and as the Repre-
gsentatives of the Western States in Congress were inert in
their response to this demand Mr. Roosevelt's administration
started upon a vigorous prosecution of all evasions of and
frauds under the law.

The beneficiaries of these evasions and frauds were politi-
cally strong, and hence arose a struggle with the administra-
tion as to the enforcement of the law, when the entire effort
of the Representatives of that region should have been ad-
dressed to the reform of the law. Meanwhile there was an
inereasing public demand in that region that the development of
its ratural resources should not be checked. The answer of the
Roosevelt administration was:

We agree with you that such development should not Le checked;
but if development can only be secured by evasion of existing laws, we

must enforee the laws, and if you wish to secure development you
must change the laws, and change them in such way as to ptevent
monopolistie control.

As a member of the Public Lands Committee I have wit-
nessed the struggle that has been going on for years between
two contending thoughts—one that the development of the
country is best served by the immediate absorption of its natu-
ral resources by private interests and the other that the use
and development of these natural resources should be controlled
by the interest of the entire people in such way as to protect
them against injurious monopoly. .

The ,conservation policy, therefore, was developed, which
required :

1. That every part of the public lands should be devoted
to the use which would best subserve the interests of the
whole people.

2. That the classification of all public lands would be neces-
sary for their administration in the interest of the people. :

3. That the timber, the minerals, and the surface of the
publie lands should be disposed of separately.

4. That the public lands more valuable for conserving water
supply, timber, and natural beauties or wonders than for agri-
culture should be held for the use of the people from all except
mineral entry.

5. That the title to the surface of the remaining nonmineral
public lands should be granted only to aeciual homeseekers.

6. That pending the transfer of title to the remaining public
lands they should be administered by the Government and
their use should be allowed in such way as to prevent or cofi-
trol waste and menopoly.

As this policy developed, it took the form of requiring that,
whilst the surface of our coal and oil lands could be granted
for agricultural purposes, the title to these minerals them-
gelves shounld be maintained in the Government, and that these
resources should be developed under a leasing or royalty
system sufficiently liberal to promote enterprise, but at the
same time so guarded as to prevent extortionate charges and
monopaolistic' control.

So also with the timberlands the policy took the form of
a retention of the title of our timberlands in the Government
and the development of this resource through a sale of stump-
age to private individuals in snch way as to promote private
enterprise and yet under such control as to prevent destruction
and waste.

And as to the grazing lands the policy developed, whilst en-
couraging homestead settlement, resulting in the creation of
individual homes in areas sufficient to support a family but
not large enough to encourage monopolistic holdings, was that
the public grazing lands should be put under the control of
the Agricultural Department under a leasing system which,
looking to mo profit for the Government but simply to the
covering of administrative expense, would secure equality of
opportunity for the small as well as the large grazer, would
protect the grass from too greedy competition among the
grazers, would prevent physical might from becoming the domi-
nant factor, and do away with the war of the range, which
has been so destructive of human life.

A POLICY OF HOME MAKING.

It will be perceived, therefore, that this policy in no way
Iimits the development of the West. On the contrary, it pro-
motes it by seeing that the home maker is preferred every-
where and that, pending the coming of the home maker, the
natural resources of the public domain are developed in such
way as to promote private enterprise and at the same time
protect against waste and injurious monopoly. The enemies
of this policy, however, have been most skillful, particularly
in the regions affected, in raising the clamor that the purpose
of the conservationists is to lock up the resources of the coun-
try and to check western development, and that their purpose
is also to substitute socialistic control for individual enter-
prise. That this is not so is shown by extracts from the utter-
ances of Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Taff, the reports of Secretaries
Hitchcock, Garfield, and Ballinger, the reports of the Commis-
sioners of the Land Office, the reports of the Land Commission
appointed by President Roosevelt, the conference of governors
at the White House, and the utterances of the National Con-
servation Commission.

I shall gquote from these reports and utterances as follows:
PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT ON THE XNECESSITY FOR REVISION OF PUBLIC-
LAND LAWE,

President Roosevelf, in his message to the Fifty-eighth Con-
gress, of December 7, 1903, urged the necessity for the revision
of public-land laws. Calling attention to the *widespread con-
viction that certain of the public-land laws and the resulting
administrative practice no longer meet the present need,” and
to the fact that “ the rapidly increasing rate of disposal of the
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publie lands is not followed by a corresponding increase in home
building,” and that “ there is a tendency to mass in large hold-
ings public lands, especially timber and grazing lands, and
thereby to retard settlement,” he urged that, so far as practi-
cable, “ the remaining public land should be held rigidly for the
home builder ”; and he announced the appointment of a Land
Commission, consisting of Mr. Richards, the Commissioner of
the Land Office; Mr. Pinchot, and Mr. Newell, to report * what
changes in organization, laws, regulations, and practice affecting
the public lands are needed to effect the largest practicable dis-
position of the public lands to actual settlers who will build
permanent homes upon them, and to secure in permanelice the
:l{ullest and most effective use of the resources of the publie
ands.”
ROOSEVELT—WITHDRAWAL OF COAL LANDS,

In his message to the second session of the Fiffy-ninth Con-
gress, December 3, 1906, President Roosevelt advised the with-
drawal of the coal lands, urging that the ownership should re-
main in the United States, which should permit them to be
worked by private individuals under a royalty system, the Gov-
ernment keeping such control as to prevent the charge of ex-
cessive prices to consumers. He said:

The coal, like the forests, should be treated as the property of the

publie, and Its disposal should be under conditions which would inure
to the benefit of the public as a whole.

President Roosevelt, on December 16, 1906, sent another mes-
sage to Congress (S. Doc. No. 141; 59th Cong., 2d sess.) calling
attention to the report of the Public Land Commission, and the
need to “recast the public-land laws and adapt them to the
actual sitvation.”

He called particular attention to the timber and stone act,
the desert-land act, and the general unsatisfactoriness of exist-
ing laws and the frauds perpetrated under them. He said:

For much of this fraud the Present laws are chlefly responsible,
* % = The present coal law limiting the individual entry to 160
acres puts a premium on fraud by making it impossible to develop cer-
tain types of coal fields and yet comply with the law. It Is a scandal

to maintain laws which sound well, but which make. fraud the key
without which great natuoral resources must remain closed.

Regarding Government control of grazing, he sald:

The control of grazing in the national forests is an assured success.
* % * The situation on the open Government range is strikingly
different. Its can'ylnﬁ capacity has gm]mhl{ been reduced one-half by
overgrazing, and is still falling, * * recommend that a bill be
enacted which will provide for Government control of the public range
through the Degsrtment of Agriculture, which alone 15 equipped for
that work, * - The ri‘ghts of the settler and home maker should
be absolutely guaranteed. ¢ * Reasonable fencing, which pro-
motes the use of the range and yet interferes neither with settlement
nor with other range rights, would be thoroughly desirable if it were
legal. Yet the law forbids it, and the law must and will be enforced.

Again, during the second session of the Iifty-ninth Congress
(8. Doe. 310), President Roosevelt, on the 13th day of Febru-
ary, 1907, in a message, urged the “ need of legislation affecting
the different phases of the public-land situation.”

He recommended to Congress legislation providing for tifle
to and development of the surface lands as separate and distinet
from the right to the underlying mineral fuels, “and the dis-
posal of these mineral fuels under a leasing system on condi-
tions which would inure to the benefit of the public as a whole.”

Calling attention to the fact that the leasing system prevails
in Australia and in all the great coal-producing European coun-
tries except Great Britain, and that there, as in other countries,
the surface culture and the mining operations are conducted in-
dependently of each other, and that in the United States, al-
though conveyance of the mineral rights with the surface has
heen the common practice, the separate development of the two
interests ig increasing, he declared that mineral fuels, like the
forests and navigable streams, should be treated as publie
utilities,

Referring to the desire of the people of the Western States
for o rapid development of that region, he said:

So far from hindering, T want to further that dnvelggment. But
gurely * * * the development shall take placé in such way as to

leave the children better off, and not worge off, than the fathers. Let
us use, but not waste, the national resources.

Also urging Government centrol of the public pasture lands,
President Roosevelt said:

The local control of the range should be in the hands of western
men familiar with stoek raising, and there should be full local participa-
tion in the management of the ra ; for cooperation between the stock-
men and the Government officers absolutely essential. There is no
need at present that the Government should get a net revenue from
grazing on the publie range, but only enough to pay for administration
and improvement, and it may be wise to provide that any surplus shall
go to the Btates and Territories in which the fees are collected. If a
law for the control of the range should, as I rm]l]ucst, be enacted, such
control would not be taken hurriedly, but gradually, as grazing districts
can be organized.

Again referring to fencing, and referring to the present illegal
fencing, he said: .

Much of thig fenc i8 needed; much of it also represents a frand
upon the publie. What is needed is not to provide for the continuance
of all fencing, whether benefieial or harmful, but a proper discrimination
between the two classes; a diserimination to be exercised always with a
special care for the interests of the homesteader and the small stock-
man,

He referred to the opposition to the proposed measure as
coming from those “ who have already obtained control of great
areas of the public land largely through the ownership or leas-
ing of water at what might be called the strategie points of the
range, and who object to the proposed law for the very reason
that it is in the interest of the actual homesteader and the
small stockman, and because it will break the control that these
few big men now have over the lands which they do Tot actually
own.”

In a message to Congress during the first session of the Six-
tieth Congress, December 2, 1907, President Roosevelt ngain
took up the matter of the revision of the public-land laws. He
said:

The land-law system which was designed to meet the needs of the
fertile and well-watered regions of the Middle West has largely broken
down when applied to the drier re{;mns of the Great Plalns, the moun-
tains, and much of the Paclfic slope, where a farm of 160 acres is
inadequate fer self-support. In these regions the system lent itself to
fraud, and much land passed out of the hands of the Government with-
out passing Into the hands of the home maker. ’

Alluding to the appointment of a Public Lands Commission
three years before, he urged that their recommendations are
sound and that “ they are especially in the interest of the actual
liome maker; and where the small home maker can not at pres-
ent utilize the land they provide that the Government shall keep
control of it so that it may not be monopolized by a few men.
The Congress has not yet acted upon these recommendations.”

He again referred to the necessity of grazing control, as
follows:

The existing fences are all illegal, Some of them represent the
improper exelusion of actual settlers, actnal home makers, from terri-
tory which is usurped by great cattle companies. Some of them repre-
sent what is in itself a proper effort to use’'the range for those npon
the land, and to prevent its use by nomadic outsiders. All these fences
those that are hurtful and those that are beneficial, are alike lllegai
and must come down. But it is an outr that the law should neces-
gitate such action on the part of the administration. The unlawfnl
fencing of ];])ublie lands for private grazing must be stopped, but the
necessity which occasioned it must be provided for. The Federal Gov-
ernment should have control of the range, whether by permit or lease,
as local necessities may determine. Such control could secure the great
benefit of legitimate fencing, while at the same time securing and pro-
moting the settlement of the country.

Again, in a message of January 22; 1909, transmitting the re-
port of the National Conservation Commission, President Itoose-
velt said:

The remaining public lands should be classified and the arable land
disposed of to home makers. In their interest the timber and stone act
and the commutation clause of the homestead act should be repealed
and the desert-land laws should be modified in accordance with the rec-
ommendations of the Public Lands Commission,

The use of the dpublic grazing lands should be regulated in guch ways
as to improve and conserve their value.

Rights to the surface of public lands should be separate from rights
to forests upen It and to minerals beneath it, and these should be sub-
ject to separate disposal.

The coal, oil, %azs, and phosphate rights still remaining with the Goy-

ernment should withdrawn from entry and leased under conditions
favorable for economical development, X

PRESIDENT TAFT.

President Taft, in his message of December 6, 1910, made spe-
cific recommendations to the effect that the coal deposits should
be leased, in measures not exceeding 2,500 acres, for &0 years,
with a minimum rental or royalty, to be readjusted every 10 or
12 years, and with conditions preventing combinations tending
to monopoly.

He made similar recommendations regarding phosphate and
oil lands and water-power sites. As to water-power sites, his
view was that they should be either directly leased by the Fed-
eral Government or turned over to the States, to be leased by
them upon terms that would prevent monopolistic combination
and secure reasonable rates. He said:

Either of these methods would, I think, accomplish the
purpose in respect to water-power sites; but one or the o
promptly adopted.

So much importance did the President attach to the conserva-
tion policy that he annexed to his message his address to the
National Conservation Congress, an address which was abso-
lutely in harmony with the general conservation policy.

ALABKAN RAILROADS.

As to the railroads in Alaska, President Taft in his message

said:

I have been asked to recommend that ihe credit of the Government
be extended to ald the construction of railroads in Alaska. 1 am not
ready now to do so. A great many millions of dollars have already

roper public
erpshm?ld be
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been expended in the comstruction of at least two railronds, and if laws
be passed providing for the proper development of the resources of
Alaskn, especially for the opening up of the coal lands, I believe that
the eapital alreaiy invested will induce the investment of more capital,
sufficient to complete the railroads bmilding and to furnish cheap coal
not only to Alaska, but to the whole Pacific coast. The passage of a
law permitting the leasing of Government coal lands in Alaska after
public competition, and the appointment of a commission for the gov-
ernment of the Territory, with enabling powers to meet the local needs,
will lead to an improvement in Alaska and the development of her
resources that Is likely to surprise the country.

It will thus be observed that President Taft is substantially
in line with Mr. Roosevelt in urging immediate legislation em-
bodying the conservation policies.

REPORTS OF SECRETARIES OF THE INTERIOR.
HITCHCOCK.

Mr. Hitcheock, in his report for the year ending June 30,
1905, urged the adoption of the recommendations of the Public
Lands Commission.

And in his report for the year ending June 30, 1906, after
urging the revision of the land laws, and that the opportunities
afforded for a fraudulent acquisition of public lands should be
removed by the repeal or modification of objectionable legisla-
tion, Mr. Hitcheock stated that until then—

the Government may expect to mﬂ its money and en in appre-
E_:;)d!ng and convic those g to defraud it out of its publie
ds.

GARFIELD.
In his report for the year ending June 30, 1907, Mr. Gar-
field said:

It is gratifying to notice that there is a growing sentiment In favor
of the enforcement of the land laws. Until quite recently evasion of. the
blic-land laws was not uncommon, and in many localities, due both
0 lpubltc sentiment and to the indifference on the part of the Fed-
fam ogice‘rs,.many thonsands of acres were acquired confrary to
W.

The great majority of the citizens of the West now recognize that
the resources of land, timber, water, fuel, and forage are not inex-
haupstible, and that the waste or misuse of those resources must be
sto‘fmed_ W e

he difficulty the department encounters in the enforcement of
laws is that in some instances the laws themselves are not applicable
to cxisting conditions. This difficulty arises especlally in connection
with the laws affecting coal lands, timber and stone lands, and use
of the public range.

After urging the separation of the surface from the eoal and
the leasing of the latter, and alluding to the beneficial expe-
rience of Australia in this particular, Mr. Garfield said:

The use of the Alaska coal is of the utmost importance. The
millions of tons there should not be given away simply because they
are not now accessible. Within a few years systems of transportation
will bring that coal to our furnaces, ships, and locomotives.

It is our duty to so guard those d.gpoa?ta of national wealth as to
¥rerent the consumer from ?ay'l‘n‘; an unduly high gtice when finally
hey are brought to market. e should not yield to the cions
elaim that these lands must be Flven away now in order to develo|
Alaska, Honest development will eome as rapidly as the publie n
demands. * * *

It is to be hoped that Congress will undertake a careful revision of
the land laws. The reports of the Commissioner of the General Land
Office and of the Public Lands Commission afford the information
necessary upon which to base much-needed legislation.

Mpr. Garfield, in his report for the year ending June 50, 1908,
said: ;
Conservation means not only preservation of our resources, but, us

well, their wise and immediate nse and the prevention of their misuse,
whether by way of waste or monopolistic and speculative control.

In this repert Mr. Garfield laid down the doctrine of stew-
ardship regarding the public lands-as follows:

This stewardship duty of the Executive is mogt concretely manifest in
the care of the specific property known as the public lands and their
resources. From the earliest days the tive has found it neces-
sary in the public Interest to take action concerning the publie lands by
withdrawing areas from entry. There was no specific provision of law
for many of those withdrawals, and yet they were made unhesitatingly
by the Executive as steward and were approved by Congress in acts
granting land for the purpose for which it was withdrawn. These were
purely the acts of stewards farsighted enough to foresee and protect
the interests of their prineipal, the people of the United States.

It was this stewardship doectrine which Mr. Ballinger op-
posed, and his restoration of vast areas to entry would have re-
sulted in the waste of the public domain had it not been that
he was checked by President Taft, and that later ample legisla-
tion upon the subject was adopted.

BALLINGER.

Whilst it is claimed that the action of Becretary Ballinger
was in oppesition to the administration of his predecessors, no
trace of opposition to the conservation policy can be found in
his publie reports, for in his report of November 10, 1909, he
gaid:

The liberal and rapid disposition of the public lands under these
statutes and the lax metheds of administration whieh for a long time
revalled naturally Ymvuked the feeling that the public domain was
egitimate prey for the unserupulous and that it was no crime to vio-
late or circnmvent the land laws. It is to be regretted that we, as a
Nation, were so tardy to realize the importance of preventing so large
a measure of our natural resources passing info the hands of land
pirates and speculators, with no view to development looking to the

national welfare. It may be safely said that millions of acres of tim-
ber and other lands have been unlawfully obtained, and it is also_true
that actions to recover such lands have In most instances long since
been barred by the statute of limitations. * * #

In this present policy of conserving the natural resources of the
public domain, while development is the keynote, the best thought of
the day is not that development shall be by national agencies, but that
wise utilization ghall be secured through private enterprise under na-
tional supervision and control. Therefore, if material progress is to be
made in securing the best use of our remaining publie lands, Congress
must be called upon to enact remedial legislation.

Mr. Ballinger then recommended classification and new legis-
latien providing for the separation of the coal, oil, and gas de-
posits from the surface and for a leasing system under reasona-
ble regulations.

He also urged the classification of all lands useful for water-
power development, the reservation of the title in the Federal
Government, and the grant only of an easement upon condi-
tions favorable to the public.

In Mr, Ballinger’s report, dated December 1, 1910, he said in
regard to coal lands and water-power sites:

COAL LANDS. X

Respecting the disposition of coal in the public lands, I call attention
to what was said on this subject in my last annual report, to the

effect that new Ieglslation was desirable and that the most advan-’

tageous method of disposal of coal deposits will be found in a measure
authorizing the lease or sale thereof, subject to forfeiture for failure to
exercise the rights granted, with restrictions on mining operations in
order to conserve the deposit as a Ebllc utility, * = =» i

I consider it highly important that Congress take action in givin
the department an effective method of disposition of coal lands an

deposits, Es?ecialiiy in Alaska. The question of whether it should be
by a sale of the deposit, or through a luslnﬂj method, is one to be de-
termined by Congress. In Alaska it is possible that a leasing system

could be adapted to the country with great efficiency and with less
complication than in the States. * = =

1 am in favor of a general leasing system of oll and gas be
lands, such a system as will promote legitimate development of
industry, prevent monopoly, and conserve one of the great natural
resources of the country. * * =

WATER POWER,

In the various public-land States and Territories containing water-
power resources, in so far as there Is present market for those powers,
the title to areas greater in extent than that remaining in the Govern-
ment has long since passed into private ownership, and it must be
realized that any radical or burdensome restriction imposed by the
Federal Government upon resource will operate as a servitude on
the public lands and discourage their development and use. In m
last annual report, in order to meet the emergency for a special meth
of administe character of the public lands, in order to
retain the ultimate control thereof in the public, it was recommended
that supervision be exercised through a leasing system. During the
last session of Congress a bill was Introduced * authorizing the i-
dent to withdraw from all forms of settlement, entry, or other disposi-
tion any lands which are or may become chiefiy valuable for the de-
velopment of water power, and providing for the aequisition by any
State or Territory, under certain conditions, of any lands so with-
drawn, and for other purﬁaes."

The object of this bill is to transfer these sites to the States under
limitations which would compel the States to retain title thereto and
to secure and supervige their hydroelectrical development in be of
the public. The bill provides for Federal enforcement of compliance
by the States with the terms, conditions, and limitations of the grant
by stipulating for a reversion of the lands to the Federal Government
upon the failare by the States to comtg‘;y therewith.

Taking into consideration the fact that the States own the waters in
the streams and have police Fower to supervise and control public
utilities, it wonld seem a direct and effective method of control would
be accomplished by conveying the power sites in trust to the States in
gome such manner as proposed by this bill.

I earnestly advise the adoption of some legislation which will In
event retain the fee title to the lands in the people and effectuall :eﬁ
the power of regmlation and control in the State or in the eral
Government, and which will not result in limiting prompt and econom-
feal development or permit monopolization or extortion.

THE COMMISSIONERS OF THE LAND OFFICE.

The reports of Mr. Richards for the year 19068, of Mr. Bal-
linger for the year 1907, and of Mr. Dennett for the years 1908,
1909, and subsequent years all are in harmony with the econ-
servation policy as laid down by Mr. Roosevelt, Mr. Hitcheock,
and Mr. Garfield; and whilst much criticism has been made of
the actions, views, and real purposes of both Mr. Ballinger and
Mr. Dennett, no utterance in contradiction of the conservation
policy can be found in any of their reports.

THE PUBLIC LANDS COMMISSION.

President Roosevelt on the 22d day of October, 1903, appointed
a commission consisting of Mr. Richards, the Land Commis-
sioner; Mr. Pinchot, the Forester; and Mr. Newell, the Director
of the Reclamation Service, to report upon the present land laws
and to recommend changes. This commission made, first, a
partial report on March 7, 1904, and a second partial report in
November, 1905, after which time they were legislated out of
existence through the action of Congress in ending all the com-
missions organized by President Roosevelt for the purpose of
aiding him in his power of recommendation. -

ANTIQUATED LAND LAWS.

Under the head of “Antiguated land laws,” the Land Com-
mission found that *the present land laws do not fit the con-
ditions of the remaining public lands.”
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The reports of this commission constitute the basis of the
conservation policy, and cover:

First. The preservation of the public domain for home seekers.

Second. The conservation of the forests and the sale of stump-
age instead of the surface.

Third. The organization of a system of grazing control with a
view to the protection and development of the grazing, the pro-
tection of the weak against the strong grazers, and the fencing
of the public domain where necessary, with a proper regard for
the rights of settlers.

Fourth. The separation of the coal and oil deposits from the
surface, with a view to the utilization of the surface for agri-
cultural purposes and the development of the coal and oil under
a leasing system which, whilst securing proper development,
would prevent an oppressive monopoly.

CONFERENCE OF GOVERNORS AT THE WHITE IIOUSE.

In May, 1908, President Roosevelt called the governors of
the States in conference at the White House, with a view to
considering measures relating to the conservation of the natu-
ral resources of the country. It was largely attended, the pro-
ceedings were harmonious, and the action unanimous.

This conference declared, in part, as follows:

We declare our firm conviction that this conservation of our nataral
resources is a sobject of transcendent importance, which should en-
gage unremittingly the attention of the Natiom, the Btates, and the

eople in earnest cooperation. 'These natural resources include the
and on which we live and which yields our food; the living waters
which fertilize the sell, supply power, and form great avenues of com-
merce; the forests which ¥yleld the materials for our homes, prevent
erosion of the soil, and conserve the navigation and other uses of the
streams ; and the minerals which form the basis of our industrial Iife
and supply us with heat, light, and power.

We agree that the land should be so used that erosion and soll wash
ghall cease, and that there should be reclamation of arid and semiarid
regions by means of irrigation and of swamp and overflowed reglons
by means of drainage; that the waters should be so conserved and used
as to promote navigation, to enable the arid regions to be reclaimed
by irrigation, and to develop power in the interests of the people;
that the forests which regulate our rivers, support our industries, an
promote the fertility and productiveness of the soil should be pre-
served and perpetuated; that the minerals found so abundantly be-
neath the surface should be so used as to prolong their utllity ; that
the beauty, healthfulness, and habitability of our country should be
reserved and increased; that sources of national wealth exist for
{)h;! b?engﬁt of the people, and that monopoly thereof ghould not be
tolerated.

The conference decided also for cooperation of the Nation
with the States, as follows:

We agree that further action is advisable to ascertain the present
condition of our natural resources and to promote the conservation of
the same; and to that end we recommend the appointment by each
State of a commission on the conservation of natural resources, to
cooperate with each other and with any similar commission of the
Federal Government. :

THE NATIONAL CONSERVATION COMMISSION,

The National Conservation Commission, appointed by Presi-
dent Roosevelt and composed of many of the most distinguished
men from all parts of the country, also held a meeting at
Washington and ungualifiedly indorsed the conservation policy
in the following words:

Good business sense demands that a definite land pollg be formn-
lated. The Natlonal Conservation Commission believes that the fol-
lowing will serve as a basis therefor:

1. Every part of the public lands should be devoted to the use which
will best subserve the interests of the whole people.

2. The classification of all public lands is necessary for their admin-
{stration in the interests of the people.

3. The timber, the minerals, and the surface of the public lands
shonld be disposed of separately. 5

4, Public lands more valnable for conserving water supply, timber,
and natural beauties or wonders than for agriculture should be held
for the use of the people from all except mineral entry.

5. Title to the surface of the remaining nonmineral public lands
ghould be granted only to actual home makers.

6. Pending the transfer of title to the :-etmajninﬁ1 public lands they
ghould be ‘adminlstered by the Government, and their use should be
allowed in a way to prevent or control waste and monopoly.

The present public-land laws as a whole do not subserve the best
interests of the Nation. They should be modified so far as may he
ra?;l.ired to bring them Into conformity with the foregoing outline of
policy.

‘We thus find that during the past eight years there has been
a continuous expression of two Presidents, of three Secretaries
of the Interior, of three Commissioners of the Land Office, of
the Land Commission, of the Governors' Conference, and of the
National Conservation Commission, all in favor of western de-
velopment through wise legislation intended to promote the
development of the West by private enferprise, and at the same
time to protect that development against monopolistic control,

DECLARATIONS OF PARTY PLATFORMS,

Both parties-have recognized this public opinion, the Re-

publican Party by the following expression:

We indorse the movement inaugurated by the administration for the
conservation of the natural resources. We approve of measures to pre-
vent the waste of timber. We commend the work now going on for
the reclamation of arid lands, and reaflirm the Republican policy of the

free distribution of the available areas of the public domain to the
landless settler. No obligation of the future is more insistent and none
will result in greater blessings to posterity.

And the Democratic Party by an utterance even more clear
and distinet, as follows:

We rvepeat the demand for internal development and for the con-
servation of our natural resources contained in previous platforms, the
enforcement of which Mr. Roosevelt has vainly sought from a reluctant
party; and to that end we insist upon the preservation, protection, and
replacement of needed forests, the preservation of the public domain for
home seekers, the protection of the natural resources in timber, coal,
iron, and oll against monopolistic control, the development of our
waterways for navigation and every other usefnl purpose, including
the irrization of arid lands, the reclamation of swamp lands, the clari-
fication cf streams, the development of water power, and the preserva-
tion of electric power generated by this natural force from the control
of monopoly; and to such end we urge the exercise of all powers,
national, State, and municipal, both separately and in cooperation.

Congress is to-day ready to pass measures upon these suhjects,
and yet practically nothing has been done beyond the authority
to the President to withdraw public lands pending the action
of Congress, The fault, therefore, lies with the Public Lands
Committee, which thus far has not been able to settle the con-
test between the two contending lines of thought to which I
have referred, namely, one that the public domain should be
turned over, practieally without conditions, to private interests
for development, and the other that the surface of the land
should be preserved for the home seekers, and that the natural
resources in timber, coal, oil, phosphates, and in water power
should be turned over to private enterprise for development under
restrictions that will compel reasonable prices and prevent
monopolistic control. .

The time is now near at hand when if the Public Lands Com-
mittee does not make specific reports upon measures affecting
these questions it will be necessary for the Senate to take them
up by direct action through an instruction to the Public Lands
Committee to report, either with or without recommendation,
gnd tthus allowing the entire subject to be considered in the open

cnate,

THE DEVELOPMENT OF ALASBEA.

We all know that Alaska is not being developed as it should
be, and the friends of conservation are charged with delaying
its development. What do the friends of conservation demand
regarding Alaska? Not that its resources should be locked up.
On the contrary, they insist that they should be opened up and
developed. They simply protest against the archaie land laws
which prevent the development of her natural resources and
insist upon legislation that will secure such development.

This question must be considered in the large. It involves
the question of harbors, the question of railroads from these
harbors to the Yukon River with a view to the transportation of
coal, copper, and other minerals, as well as of supplies; and it
involves also laws which will permit the acquisition, either
under grant or lease, of sufficient coal land and land containing
other minerals to warrant their development.

It has been impossible in Alaska, under existing law, to get
together enough coal land in private ownership or under private
control to warrant its development and the construction of the
transportation system necessary for it. The result has been
that in order to meet the economic requirements of the situation
men have been compelled to evade the land laws in order to get
possession and control of a sufficient area of land to warrant its
development, hence these frauds upon the land laws, which
erose out of economic necessity, but which have been the result
of unwise and improvident laws.

Mr. POINDEXTER. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada
yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. NEWLANDS. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. POINDEXTER. Is the Senator aware that, under the
existing law, 16 claims of 160 acres each ean be consolidated?
And does the Senator, in view of that condition of the law, claim
that that is not a sufficient amount of coal land to justify
development? Under the law of 1908 something like 2,560 acres
may be combined under one ownership. Of course the law pro-
hibits a combination in the entry of the claims in the first in-
stance, but it allows, after title has been secured, the combining
of as many as 16 claims.

Mr. NEWLANDS. I am aware that the rigidity of the old
land laws with reference to coal lands has been somewhat re-
laxed by recent legislation, but, in my judgment, not sufficiently
relaxed. I do not believe that the combination of 16 claims
of 160 acres each of coal land in many of the regions of this
country will warrant a company in incurring the great ex-
pense connected with opening up and developing such lands,
and the provision which guards against combination before
entry is obstructive of the organization, the eapitalization, and
the unity of purpose necessary to a great enterprise. It may
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in some exceptional cases, but I do not believe it would in
Alaska, for there it is necessary to construct a railroad under
conditions of exceptional difficulty, there being but two passes
through which such a railroad can be constructed, accompanied
by engineering difficulties which make the cost one of colossal
proportions. So satisfied am I that the proper development
of Alaska can not be secured without the proper development
of a transportation system that, whilst I am as a general propo-
sition opposed to Government ownership and construction of
railroad systems, I would think that the exigency of the situ-
ation and the development of Alaska warrants the construction
of a railroad from the coast to the Yukon River by the Na-
tional Government, with a view to equality of opportunity to
all who seek to develop the mineral resources of that region.
I would enter upon that work just as willingly as the Govern-
ment enters to-day upon the construction of a wagon road in
that Territory, or as it has been engaged for years in the con-
struction of telegraph lines in that Territory; for we all know
that the United States Government has constructed and is now
operating through the Signal Corps of the Army a large mileage
of telegraph lines in the Territory of Alaska.

Having thus secured proper transportation, we would then
present the proper opportunity for the development of that re-
gion by the brain and the energy and the enterprise of Amer-
jeans; but even then it will be necessary for us fto shape laws
that will meet the economic requirements of that country, that
will enable a sufficient area of land to be secured by one con-
trol to permit of full and economical development, accompanied
by provisions that will prevent injurions monopolies.

Such measures have been presented in the shape of provisions
for leases and provisions for royalty, which would retain in the
United States the ultimate control of these natural resources,
in order to prevent extortion and monopoly and at the same {ime
encourage private enterprise. These is no difficulty whatever
in the situation if the Senate and the House of Representatives
will meet the situation in the spirit that animates the American
people upon this subject. Public opinion has been made up.
You find it expressed in party platforms everywhere; you find
it expressed in the meetings of commercial congresses, of irri-
gation congresses, of water congresses throughout the country,
and you hardly hear an expression to the contrary. This is an
jllustration of the apathy and inertia of Congress, in its legis-
lation always far behind public opinion, so chained by tradition
and precedent and courtesy and committee tyranny that the
people are unable to obtain the legislation which they desire
and in favor of which they have expressed their demand. -

PROGRESSIVE LEGISLATION NEEDED.

Mr. President, in the legislative program which I presented at
the commencement of the extra session I called for immediate
consideration, among other things, of legislation relating to the
conservation policy. We have been in session for four months,
the Public Lands Commitfee has been practically unemployed
during that entire period, and there is no reason why this sub-
ject should not have been taken up and disposed of.

It is true that during the present session the Senate has dis-
posed of six of the guestions with reference to which action
was called for by the program to which I have referred, namely,
the reciprocity treaty, the free list, the reduction of excessive
duties in the wool, cotton, and steel schedules, the publicity of
campaign expenditures, the popular election of United States
Senators, and the admission of Arizona and New Mexico.

I trust that the remaining questions called for by this pro-
gram, relating to the physical valuation of railroads, the crea-
tion of an interstate trade commission, the protection of bank
depositors and the prevention of bank panies, the cooperation
of the Nation with the States in river regulation, the construe-
tion of an anxiliary navy, and the protection of our natural
resources in timber, coal, iron, and oil against monopolistic con-
trol, will be taken up early in the regular session and placed by
a distinet legisiative program on the road to final legislation.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Crawrorp] to the amendment of the committee, which the Sec-
retary will again state.

The SecrerTArY. After the word *“ Chamberlain,” in line 2,
it is proposed to insert “ Bellefourche,”

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. POINDEXTER. I move to amend the bill by inserting,
after the word Wyoming," the words “ in the former Spokane
Indian Reservation in the State of Washington.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment to the amendment
will be stated.

The SecreTArY. After the word “ Wyoming,” it is proposed
to insert the words * in the former Spokane Indian Reservation
in the State of Washington,”
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The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment as amended was agreed to.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended and the
amendment was concurred in.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is in the Senate and opcn
to amendment,

Mr. McCUMBER. I move to insert the word “Minot,” so
that that district in North Dakota will be included.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The SecrReETARY. After the word “ Dickinson,” it is proposed
to insert the word “ Minot.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. GRONNA. I move to insert the word “ Williston.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The SECRETARY. After the word * Minot,” it is proposed to
insert the word “ Williston.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

PUBLIC LANDS FOR COLORADO.

Mr. GUGGENHEIM. I am directed by the Committee on
Public Lands, to which was referred the joint resolution (8. J.
Res. 34) providing for additional lands for Colorado under
the provisions of the Carey Act, to report it favorably without
amendment, and I submit a report (No. 110) thereon. As it is
a short measure, I ask unanimous consent for its present
consideration,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the reguest
of the Senator from Colorado?

Mr, POMERENE. Mr. President, I had given notice yester-
day that I would object to the consideration of matters of this
kind. I do not want to be discourteous at all, but I should
Ilike an opportunity to bring up_ the resolution to which I
referred yesterday, if it can be done at this morning's session.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ohio object
to the present consideration of the joint resolution?

Mr. GUGGENHEIM. The joint resolution is a very short
one, and I trust the Senator will withhold his objection. It
is not new legislation, and I do not think it will lead to any
discussion.

Mr, POMERENE. May I ask whether it will take much
time?

Mr. GUGGENHEIM. But a few minutes, I hope. If it
should lead to discussion, I will withdraw it.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the joint resolution. It provides
that an additional 1,000,000 acres of arid lands within the State
of Colorado be made available and subject to the terms of see-
tion 4 of an act of Congress entitled “An act making appropria-
tions for sundry civil expenses of the Government for the fiseal
year ending June 30, 1895, and for other purposes,” approved
August 18, 1894, and by amendments thereto, and that the State
of Colorado be allowed, under the provisions of those acts, the
additional area, or so much thereof as may be necessary for the
purposes and under the provisions of those acts.

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third- reading, read
the third time, and passed. -

EX-SOLDIERS IN EMPLOY OF SENATE.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Morning business is closed. The
Chair lays before the Senate a resolution coming over from a
previous day, which the Secretary will state,

The Secretary read the resolution (8. Res. 111), submitted
by Mr. PoiNpEXTER on the 24th instant, as follows:

Resolved, That Senate resolution 72, of July 14, 1011, be amended °
by lusertin&'after the word * War,"” in the fourth line thereof, the words
“and the War with Spain.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the resolution
will be referred to the Committee on Rules.

THE STANDARD OIL AND THE AMERICAN TOBACCO COS.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, I desire fo call up Senate
concurrent resolution No. 4.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Chair lays
before the Senate a resolution, which the Secretary will state.

The SecreTArRY. Table Calendar No. 8 Senate concurrent
resolution No. 4, a resolution instructing the Attorney General
of the United States to prosecute the Standard Oil Co, and the
Ameriean Tobaceco Co.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, some days ago I discussed
at some length my reasons for presenting this resolution.
Briefly, it recites the substance of the decisions of the Supreme
Court in the case against the Standard Oil Co. and the Ameri-
can ‘Tobacco Co., and recites the fact that they were found to
have violated sections 1 and 2 of the Sherman antitrust law.
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The resolution further recites that, if this be true, they are
amenable to the penalties provided under criminal prosecution.
The resolution further recites that no criminal prosecutions
have been begun, declares it to be the sense of the Senate that
criminal prosecutions should be begun, and instructs the Attor-
ney General to begin them where the evidence may justify.

I should not have introduced this resolution if I had not felt
that for many years—in fact, ever since the enactment of the
Sherman antitrust law—the Standard Oil Co. had been per-
sistently and continuously violating the sections of the statute
referred to. The same may be said of the American Tobacco
Co. ever since its first organization.

The Standard Oil Co., by a formal decree of the supreme
court of the State of Ohio in 1897, was found to have violated
the common law of the land, and was then operating under a
trust agreement which was in violation of the common law and
in violation of the powers which had been conferred upon the
Standard Oil Co. by the franchise which had been given it by
the State of Ohio.

Mr. President, if it were mot for the fact that the highest
court of the Iand had made a finding based on the overwhelming
weight of the testimony which was submitted to it in the records
in these two cases, I would not have presumed to have offered
this resolution.

But what course is open to the authorities when the Supreme
Court says that by the overwhelming weight of the testimony
these criminal sections of the statute have been violated?
What justification can there be on behalf of the Department of
Justice for not beginning these prosecutions? I am not here to
find fault with what that department has done in so far as the
clvil prosecutions are concerned. The department is entitled to
all credit in that behalf. But the American people do nof un-
derstand, they can not understand, why there should be mno
criminal prosecutions against these defendants, while the de-
partment is yigilant in the prosecutions of minor cases.

Mr. President, in order that we may have a slight view of
the methods which have been resorted to, I am going to ask
the indulgence of the Senate while I read extracts from a letter
on this very subject that came to me on Monday from a man
whese name I am not now at liberty to give, but whom I have
known for at least 10 years as an honorable business man. He
says:

Permit me to glve you some pointers of the criminal character of the
American Tobaceo Co. I am personally 40 years in the tobacco business,

Then he speaks of his firm having to dissolve “12 years ago,
after establishing itself to a high credit mark of $100,000.”

Twenty-four other firms here went under dur the same time.
Some were driven to suicide, some 4o 1insane asylums; some went
finally to their graves broken hearted, and most of them went through
bankruptey. From the 24 firms which were here in the year 1880
there is not one left.

He afterwards reorganized his firm and worked up a very
successful business, “ and kept 500 hands steadily busy—

But the trust came here, started temporary tactorienmlmltatad our
best salable brands, and ruined our business to a standst T took
our traveling men from us and picked ur our trade with all er al
inducements, until we had to go into liguidation. I am new of an
advanced age, with a high cultured and educated family on my hands,
hardly able to cope with present conditions.”

I do not know what excuse can be made for a failure to
prosecute criminals who have been conducting their business
under these methods.

It has been hinted that there is no precedent for action of this
character by the Senate or by the House. I need only refer on
this phase of the case to a resolution which was passed by the
Senate and House April 30, 1908, known as Senate resolution
No. 48, entitled “A joint resolution instructing the Attornmey
General to institute certain suits, and so forth.” I read just
the first portion of the resolution:

Resolved, ete., That the Attorney Gemeral of the United States be,
and he_ hereby is, authorized and directed to Institute and prosecute
any and all suits in equity, actions at law, and other proceedings which
he may deem adequate and appropriate to enforce any and all rights
and remedies of the United States of America in any manner arising
or growing out of or pertaining to either or any of the following-
described acts of Congress,

Mr, President, what objection can there be to this? Daily
we are passing statutes requiring certain duties of the execu-
tive department and of the judiciary department. It is not
contended for one minute that this resolution shall have the
force and effect of law. Its force is rather of a moral charac-
ter. It seems to me that there ought not to be any objection,
even technical, on the part of the Department of Justice to the
consideration of the resolution. If it is right, it ought to be
adopted ; if it is wrong, it ought to be defeated.

In one of the most learned discussions of constitutional law
which has taken place in this body in many years—I refer to
the discussion of the interstate-commerce law of, perhaps, five

or six years ago—the question arose whether Congress had the
right to restrict the authority of the courts to grant injunctions
in matters which had been passed upon by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, and after a very learned discussion it was
concluded that that power did prevail. It seems to me that it
only requires that we pause for a moment and the correctness
of that position will be at once recognized. The power to cre-
ate implies the power to destroy and alsp the power to put
limitations upon the authority which a court may exercise.

The law was passed, providing, in part, the conditions upon
which injunctions should be granted in cases involving the acts
of the Interstate Commerce Commission. By the statute which
was then passed the power fo regulate and control the courts in
certain matters was recognized. If, then, the power be recog-
nized to control or to regulate the terms and conditions upon
which an injunction may be granted by the court, pray tell me
why we can not direct action by an official of the executive
department who is at the same time an official in the Depart-
ment of Justice?

Mr. President, it is my desire that this resolution shall either
be adopted or that it shall be defeated. I have understood that
an effort would be made to have it referred. If there was any
question about the facts in this case, that course might be proper.
If there was any question as to the law in the case, that course
might be proper. But it does seem to me, in the face of the
adjudications of these matters in the civil cases, there ought
not to be any question in the mind of Senators.

I realize that I have pretty positive convictions upon this
subject, but it appears to me that there ought not to be in this
Government one rule to control one class of citizens and another
rule for another class.

I therefore ask that the resolution be placed before the Sen-
ate for passage. : ?

Mr., CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President, notwithstanding
the argument of the Senator from Ohio, I myself have doubts
not only as to the propriety but as to the authority of Congress
by- resolution to direct specific action by the executive depart-
ment. The Senator from Ohio cites a case where the Congress
of the United States songht to point out the procedure as to
injunctions. The Senator, of course, would not follow that up
to the conclusion which he reaches in this case; that is, he
would not ¢ontend for a moment that the Congress of the United
States should indicate to the courts whether an injunction
should be granted or whether it shonld not.

Because of my views upon this matter, Mr. President, I move
that the resolution be referred to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

Mr, CULBERSON. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum in view of that motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NeLsos in the chair). The
Secretary will call the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Bacon Clark, Wyo. McCumber Reed
Bankhead Crane Martin, Va. Root
Borah Culberson Martine, N. J, Shively
Bourne Commins Myers Smith, Mich.
Bradley Davis Nelson Smoot
Brandegee Dixon I\l:on Stephenson
Brigzss Foster O'Gorman Stuherland
DBristow Gronna Oliver Swanson
Brown Gu heim Owen Taylor
Bryan Heyburn Page Thornton
Burnham Johnson, Me. Payuter Townsend
Burton Keﬂ[{m Penrose Warren
Chamberlain La Follette Perkins Wetmore
Chilton Lippitt Poindexter Williams
Clapp e Pomerene Works

Mr. BRYAN. My colleague [Mr. Frercuer] is absent on busl-
ness of the Senate.

Mr. TAYLOR. My colleague [Mr. Lea] is absent on account
of illness.

Mr. CHILTON. My colleague [Mr. WArsox] is unavoidably
detained from the Senate.

Mr, PAGE., I wish to announce the necessary absence of my
colleague [Mr. DimuinemaM] in attendance upon the Lorimer
investigating commiitee. I make the announcement for the day.

I was also reguested to announce that the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Joaxstox] is in attendance on the Lorimer in-
vestigating committee, and will be absent during the day.

Mr. POINDEXTER. I desire to make the same announcement
as that just made, in reference to my colleagne [Mr. Joxes],
who is in attendance on the Lorimer investigation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty Senators have answered
to their names. A quornm is present. The question is on the
motion of the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. CLArRK] to refer the
resolution under consideration to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, before voting upon this resolu-
tion, I desire to say a word in explanation of my vote and the
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measure. Being a member of the Judiciary Committee, I would
paturally, I presume, be expected to support a motion sending
it to the Judiciary Committee.

It was suggested a few days ago, when this matter was up
for discussion, tkat the resolution might be construed as a
eriticism or reflection upon the Department of Justice. I do
not see why the resolution should be so construed. I do not
myself vote for:it with that idea in mind, but for another
reason.

1 am aware that it is difficult sometimes and technically
ebjectionable for a legislative body to instruct an executive
officer with reference to this class of duties, and that it is dif-
ficult to know precisely when such instruction should be given.
But I support the resolution, Mr. President, because it suggests
a policy, in my judgment, upon the part of the Government and
outlines and suggests the position of Congress with reference to
that policy. Technically the resolution is objectionable, but I
am not willing on account of this technicality to forego an
opportunity to declare a policy.

I do not believe that we have ever derived any practical bene-
fit, so far as the masses of the people are concerned, from any
of the prosecutions which have been had under the Sherman
antitrust law. I say that not from a partisan standpoint, as in
my judgment the declaration covers the period covered by the
administrations of the two different political parties. We have
had lawsuits which as lawsnits have been well conducted and
eminently successful, and I presume that, so far as that feature
of the matter is concerned, no one would feel like criticizing the
action of the department, But outside of the success of the law-
suit as a lawsuit, as a scholastic proposition to determine and
settle some particular construction of the statute, it would be
very difficult for anyone to determine what real benefit has
been derived from these lawsuits to the masses of American
people and what has been accomplished in the way of con-
trolling or circumseribing the power of the corporations or com-
bines which we have been prosecuting.

What substantial measure of benefit has been derived thus
far by reason of any action upon the part of the Government
under the Sherman law? If we go.back to the first litigation,
which was had some 18 years ago, when the statute was first
construed under the Trans-Missouri freight cases and the joint
traffic freight cases, we find that, while the Government was
suceessful in its contention before the courts, undoubtedly the
precise thing which the parties in interest sought to accomplish
was accomplished after the decisions were rendered.

Take the Northern Securities ecase. I presume it would be
admitted from a legal standpoint that those who were desirous
of forming the Northern Securities Co. and operating the
two or three railroads through that company which they desired
thus to operate, accomplished what they desired to accomplish,
go far as making charges for freights and the cost of transporta-
tion were concerned, in another way.

Mr. President, it has been about 20 years since the enactment
of the Sherman law. It was enacted for the purpose of pre-
venting these large combines and trusts and for the purpose of
controlling, to some extent, from a national standpoint, con-
tracts and monopolies which would affect interstate trade.
The law when it was enacted provided four simple, specifie,
and complete remedies or methods of procedure. First of all
was the injunctive process, by which the Government was given
aunthority to enjoin the formation of such a combine as would
be supposed or threatened to be in restraint of trade or a mo-
nopoly. The second remedy was that of eriminal prosecution
for forming or maintaining these combines. The third was the
seizure of property in transit; and the fourth was the dissolu-
tion of the combine or the monopoly under a decree.

These four simple, specific, direct, and complete remedies
were placed in the law 20 years ago. The Government was
given unlimited power to check the formation of these monop-
olies and combines, to punish them after they were found to be
in existence, to seize their property when found in the channels
of interstate trade, and to dissolve them when it could have the
facts with which’ to proceed.

As T said, it was some 20 years ago when this law with these
drastic remedies was placed upon the statute book; and yet,
Mr. President, everyone knows that the last 20 years, which
have marked the period that this law was upon the statute book
have been in the 20 years in which the most remarkable progress
has been made by these combinations, in which they have pushed
out further than ever hefore and exercised their jurisdiction in
more marvelous ways than ever conceived of before, and not
an embarrassment, so far as their ultimate success was con-
cerned, has been placed upon them, although this simple, effec-
tive, and drastic law has been upon the statute book during
all that time.

We have, in other words, not even restrained the process of
formation, and one of the most effective methods found in the
law has been practically ignored. Kveryone will remember
when one of the greatest combinations that we know to exist,
exercising a greater jurisdiction in the industrial and financial
world than any other corporation or combine in the world,
before it was formed advertised in the newspapers for weeks
and months ahead that it was going to be formed, and the de-
tails to a remarkable extent were given. It was known before
the corporation charter was filed and the combines were made
that this powerful combination with $700,000,000 of watered
stock, supported by the most marvelous banking combine in the
world, was going into existence with this law prohibiting it
and giving the Government the power to restrain its formation.
Notwithstanding the fact that this information was at hand and
the remedy known and provided for, notwithstanding the de-
tails of the facts to a remarkable extent were laid before the
people, the means which were provided for under the law of
enjoining its formation were not invoked, and the statute was
permitted to remain a dead letter during the time of the forma-
tion of this corporation, which has now apparently passed be-
yond the control of the Government of the United States. A
corporation or those promoting it notifies the people in defiance
of the law that it would be formed, as to how it would be
formed, the extent of its power, has proceeded in the face of the
statute, and to-day exercises a most marvelous power in the
financial world, in the political world, and in the industrial
world, and, if I mistake not, places the stamp of approval or of
disapproval upon many an act of legislation in the Congress
of the United States. While you are stripping the farm and
the farmer the steel schedunle remains untouched and sacred.

Either the Sherman law is a failure, wrong in contemplation
of law and inexpedient as an economic proposition, or there has
been the most remarkable trifling with the execution of the law
that has ever been noted since law was placed upon the statute
books to be regarded and obeyed by man. What is the result?
Some have been of late criticizing the decision of the Supreme
Court in the Standard Oil and the Tobacco cases. Mr. Presi-
dent, let us put aside for a moment the guestion of whether or
not the Supreme Court read into the statute a word not placed
there by Congress when it said that only “unreasonable re-
straint ¥ could be inhibited or prohibited or punished; let us
put aside the technical proposition as to the construction of the
statute and view this statute as it is now construed, with the
power under it which the court concedes to be there; and are
we ready as a Congress, as a Government, to say that all con-
tracts, monopolies, or combines in unreasonable restraint of
trade shall be punished, prohibited, dissolved? In other words,
are we prepared to say that the construction of the statute as
established—although there might be a controversy as to the
proper construction—are we prepared fo say, as a Governnient,
that thus, as it is construed, it shall be enforced?

I think it the bounden duty of the Government to do one of
two things: To test to the limit its capacity, its power, to
enforce this statute or to take it off the staute books and begin
to devise some other method to control these corporations. It
is certain that for the 20 years it has been on the statufe book
they have prospered and thrived as they never before did. It
has been elther due to a deficiency of the law or to its ineffi-
ciency of enforcement.

I shall vote for this resolution, therefore, in order to suggest
that the Government exhanst all remedies and all powers under
this statute to see whether or not it can control or restraim or
dissolve, not contracts or combinations in reasonable restraint of
trade, but, as we have it now, contracts or combinations in un-
reasonable restraint of trade, about which there is no contro-
versy among lawyers or laymen.

One of the difficulties which we encounter to-day in con-
trolling these corporations arises from the long delay which we
have experienced in enforcing the law. It is a most difficult
thing to dissolve a powerful organization after it has extended
its power and its influence, especially in a business way, to
almost every channel of trade, without bringing on wreck and
disaster, which we hesitate to bring on under any conditions or
under any circumstances. When the Government, with full
niotice, watched the formation of the Steel Trust it was prac-
tically an approval of its acts.

For instance, what are we going to do, Mr. President, with
the carrying into effect of the decree in the tobacco case? It
presents a solution which would interest any legal mind, in my
judgment, if it would undertake to delve down into that decree
and ascertain how, as a practical propesition, we are going to
execute that decree and execute it in a way to be of any benefit
to the American people. The chief law officer of the Govern-

ment—and in this I am not criteizing—says that that company
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will nevertheless be resolved into three or four or five corpora-
tions. Well, Mr. President, suppose the parent tobacco company
were resolved into three or four corporations, what would be
the difference, so far as the people are concerned, between the
existence of one monopoly and four moncpolies?

Mr. REED. All directed by one mind.

Mr. BORAH. I thank the Senator from Missouri. What
would be the difference if one corporation had control of the
cigarette business, another of the smoking-tobacco business, an-
other of the chewing-tobacco business, and another of licorice,
and they were all in existence? Who would make them com-
. pete or give to the American people any particle of benefit from
the dissolution of one corporation into four? It wonld result,
Mr. President, in precisely what happened after the Northern
Securities case was decided. They would proceed to do in an-
other way that which they were not permitted to do as a matter
of convenience to them in the way which they first chose.

I do not know, I am not myself convinced, that the Sher-
man law will ever furnish a sufficlent or an efficient remedy
for this condition of affairs. In my humble judgment, we
shall have to add to it to a remarkable extent in order to
enable us to receive any benefit from the S8herman law. But one
thing must be certain, Mr. President, and that is, if we proceed
year after year to have these lawsuits and then just as soon
as a decree of the court is entered we run up a white flag
and say that the Government is nof going to run amuck, which
is an invitation for them to proceed, but to proceed with cau-
tion, to keep their head under the water, just so long as we
pursue that course the Sherman law becomes an artificial piece
of legalized hypocrisy behind which they are waging their
depredations upon the American publie.

We must either proceed to enjoin when we have notice of
their formation and punish when we have notice of their
existence, to confiscate their property when we find it in
transit in violation of the law, to dissolve the corporations,
to put them in the hands of receivers, and to wipe them out
of existence, and not break them up like a joint snake, that
they make come back after the enemy has left the scene, or
else we are going to find that the Sherman antitrust law is a
delusion and a snare.

I shall vote for this resolution, Mr. President, in order
that the American Congress may declare its policy for a full
and complete and efficient enforcement of every clause and pro-
vision of the Sherman antitrust law, and that, if we find it
is necessary, we may set ourselves about in a reasonable length
of time to provide an efficient and economical means by which
to control these great combinations. Legitimate business is
entitled not only to protection, but it is entitled to be relieved
from the vague presumption now existing that all *large busi-
ness” is criminal. On the other hand, if the law is not en-
forced universally against those who violate it, and enforced
effectually, it is far better that we repeal the law and adopt
some certain method of regulation which will enable legiti-
mate business to proceed in confidence and certainty. If we
have indeed passed from the age of competition to the age of
regulation and control, which I am very much inclined to
believe, let us prepare for it. Perhaps one of the methods of
preparation is to test out all the remedies of the Sherman law
to see what relief, if any, lies in that direction.

Mr, REED. Mr. President, T want to add a word to what
has been said by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. PoMErENE] and
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Borar]. In nothing that I say do
I wish to deal unjustly with any officer of the Government.

The Senator from Idaho has clearly expressed the absolute
failure of any decision or of all the decisions of all of the courts
to give any real relief from the exactions of the trusts. Their
march has not been arrested, or even seriously interfered with.
The Sherman antitrust act denounces as criminal certain acts.
It provides pains and penalties, which, so far as fines are con-
cerned, are largely within the discretion of the court. I know
that any criticism of courts is naturally resented in this body
and by the American people. I do not wish to place myself
in the ecategory with men who assail our judicial tribunals. I
know that in the last analysis the court of justice is the temple
of American liberty. I know the respect and the almost rever-
ence in which the decisions of our courts should be held; and
yet, Mr. President, we can not, as practical and sensible men,
escape the knowledge and acknowledgment of the fact that
courts, particularly in the application of punishment, are con-
trolled in a large measure by the public conviction or opinion
as to the enormity of the acts committed.

The judges of courts are but human beings. They are law-
yers who have been selected from the bar. We like to believe
that they are of the best class of lawyers, and frequently they
are; but they are nevertheless simply men placed in high

Jjudicial position. I believe that it is pur duty, representing
the American people in this body, to express our views with
reference to the enforcement of the Sherman law.

Mr. President, it is a singular thing that a man may steal
a horse worth not more than $10, and in every State in this
Union every court having jurisdiction is willing to send, and
does send, the man proven guilty to the penitentiary for a term
of years. You can go into the Federal courts of this land and
see men who have bought $5 worth of copper pipe in order to
set up in their own homes a miserable little still, out of which
they produce “white mule” whigky that is not even a com-
mercial article, lined up before the judge, and sentenced to im-
prisonment and the payment of heavy fines. You can see men
who have used the mails for the purpose of perpefrating some
frand, out of which a few hundred or a few thousand dollars
has been made, not only fined thousands of dollars, but also
locked behind the walls of penitentiaries. You ean gbserve men
who have been bankers, and who have, in the stress and strug-
gle and battle of great financial disaster, overreached the
mark, believing that they would be able to weather the storm,
likewise incarcerated behind prison walls. All this you can see.

The arm of the law is potential, and the hand of power is
reached out to grasp the offender. But if a set of men organize
a combination, if they do so in the face and teeth of the stat-
ute, if they deliberately employ lawyers and instruct them to
construct a scheme so cunning as to baffle justice and escape
detection, if they do all this with the letter of the law laid
before them and with full knowledge of its import, if pursuant
to their eriminal purposes they gather into their coffers mil-
lions of dollars of profits, you can then in any Federal court
behold the spectacle of that class of criminals being treated
with a consideration which at once indicates they are regarded
as composing a special and select variety of criminals. They
are placed upon a basis of respectability which distinguishes
them from ordinary breakers of the law.

Sir, I put this proposition before you and before Senators
who are here: It has been solemnly adjudged that a corpora-
tion organized in restraint of trade has prosecuted its nefarious
business for 20 long years; it has been condemned not only
by one court but by many courts as an organized crime. Finally
the day of judgment comes, and this record is solemnly written
by the Supreme Court of the United States, first, that it is
criminal; second, that it has been criminal for 20 years;
third, that it was conceived in crime and brought forth in
iniquity. Then the decree solemnly recites that You will have
six months more in which to quit violating the law. A penalty is
inid which is not a pittance of its profits for one month of time—
that does not represent its unlawfully gained wealth for one
day of its existence. How long will it take to stop combinations
if you say to those who combine: Well and good, make your
combination, and after you have made millions by violating the
law, if you are so unfortunate as to be caught, we will fine you
about one-tenth of 1 per cent of your profits and give you six
months' time in which to evolve a new scheme of loot?

Yon do not deal with the ordinary criminal in that way; you
do not deal with the ordinary violator of the law so generously.
The trouble is, save one notable exception, the man has not yet
held judicial office in the United States who has been able to
look a thousand million dollars in the face and not flinch.

Let me read to you from this morning’s paper. A lot of
wealthy men got together and evolved a scheme of corporate
loot. They did it with the statutes of the United States Gov-
ernment lying before them. They did it with eyes open-and
with ears well attuned to the truth. They made many thou-
sands of dollars of profit—how much I can not say, although if
it is possible to ascertain it, I intend to do so. They were
finally, after a long period of profit-making, brought to the bar
of justice. -

Now, behold, this is heralded as a victory for the law. This
is painfed as a picture of splendid achievement. This is the
result which we are told is at once a vindication of the law
and the majesty and might of our courts. I read from the
Washington Herald of this morning:

Wire men fined for violations of Sherman Act; 37 indicted officials
appear in court; 47 remain ; other members of combine may fight their
cases.

The headlines read well, Mr. President. They sound like a
proclamation of vietory, a declaration of the law’s invicible
force. But let us read on down:

Thirty-seven of the 84 wire manufacturers and their employees who

were indicted by the grand jury here on June 29 on the charge of com- *

bining in nine pools to the restraint of trade in the wire business en-

tered pleas of mnolo contender before Judge Archbold, in the criminal

braneh of the United States cirenit court to-day, and were fined $1,000

fna‘(iil ti;l tt];: initial count and $100 on every additional count in the
ctmen:
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The total amount of the fines Imposed is $42,700, and of this sum
$21,000 was paid to Commissioner Shields before he closed his office
for the night, .

Mr. President; I am not advised by this article what the aggre-
gate capital of those concerns was, but I apprehend that it ran
high into the millions. I am not advised as to the amount of
profits that they had made, but it is a safe statement that their
illegal profits had mounted to an enormous sum. Now, when
they are detected, they are fined the miserable pittance of $1,000
each.

A man who deliberately conspired against the law, upon
whom o fine of $1,000 would rest as lightly as a fine of 5 cents
would rest upon the ordinary man, is let off with a fine of
$1,000. A fine of $500 would be levied on the poor, ragged, half-
educated fellow who made whisky illicitly; a penitentiary
sentence would be visited upon the man who stole from a Gov-
ernment reservation a broncho yworth $30; a term in the peni-
tentiary would be imposed upon the banker who had hoped to
float his concern, but who had failed, and had accepted a de-
posit of $10 when the institution was in a failing condition.
But when nine great concerns combine to rob the American
publie, when with their eyes open to all the facts and with
full knowledge of the law they make this combination to place
in their pockets hundreds of thousands or even millions of dol-
lars, the great penalty is laid of a fine of a thousand dollars
apiece. I say, sirs, that as long as we enforce the law in that
way we might as well have no law. If you will, say to the men
who are willing to conspire to rob the publie, * Well and good!
Organize your conspiracy, pursue your unholy calling, levy
your tribute in every home, thrust your dishonest hands into
every pocket, take out millions, and in the end we will fine you
a thousand dollars and soundly lecture you into the bargain.”
So long as you do that a fine amounts to mo more than a
license, a little tribute collected by the law, a little sop to
popular discontent, a legal farce enacted to amuse the wise and
satisfy the foolish.

Mr. President, I am for this resolution; and I am for putting
some vitality and life into this law, and in that the Senate of
the United Staes has its part to play.

Mr. WORKS. Mr. President, I am quite in sympathy with
what was so forcibly said by the distinguished Senafor from
Idaho [Mr. Borar]. I believe thoroughly in the vigorous prose-
cutioni of cases of this kind, not only against the corporations,
but against the individuals. Notwithstanding that fact, I am
opposed to this resolution for two reasons.

In the first place, I am a firm believer in maintaining the in-
dependence of the several departments of the Government.
Whether justly or unjustly, great complaint has been made of
late of the encroachments of another department of this Gov-
ernment upon the affairs and business of this body. We ought
to be consistent about matters of this kind. If we are com-
plaining about the fact that some other department is interfer-
ing with the affairs of his body, we should be careful not to
do the same thing ourselves with respect to other independent
departments of the Government.

The power to prosecute these cases rests with the Department
of Justice. The responsibility for their prosecution or non-
prosecution rests with that branch of the Government. If the
Senate of the United States propeses to interfere with these
prosecutions, it ovght at least to take upon itself the responsibil-
ity that it apparently assumes, but in fact does not assume, by
this resolution. That is another objection I have to it, that the
resolution itself is entirely ineffectual, as it is presented for
consgideration. The resolution provides—

Pirst. That it i= the sense of the Senate and of the House of Repre-
sentatives that criminal prosecutions should be begun against any or
all of snid parties or persons who shall have, in the n of the
Attorney General, viclated the criminal provisiens ef statute.

Now, one of two things must be true, Mr. President. We
are either saying that the Department of Justice has violated
its duty by failing to prosecute when the opinion on its part
does exist that the law has been violated, or we are simply
leaving the responsibility and the power just exactly where it
is now, namely, in the opinion and judgment of the Attorney
General. We are either attempting to interfere not only with
the power but with the discretion and judgment of that de-
partment of the Government, or we are taking the responsibility
of saying that the Department of Justice has violated its duty,
and has failed to prosecute these cases when, in its opinion,
the Jaw has been violated.

For my part I should desire to do one of two things, elther
leave this power and responsibility where it is, or have the
courage of our convictions and say that we believe these prose-
cutions should be instituted and carried on, and therefore give
positive instruetions that that thing should be done. We are
not doing either the one or the other. We simply leave it, as

I have raid, to the opinion of the Attorney General as to
whether these prosecutions shall be instituted or not.

The second part of the resolution is just as bad, if not worse.
It is as follows:

Second. That the Attorney General of the United States be, and he
is hereby, instructed to institute eriminal prosecutions against sald
parties or persons for said violations—

If the resolution had stopped there, and 11! the Senate was
willing to take the responsibility of ordering these prosecutions
to be instituted, the resolution would be unobjectionable. But
it goes on—
if any, where the evidence, in the opinion of the Attorney General,
ghall justify such proceedings.

Just exactly the same eriticism may be passed upon this reso-
lution. It still leaves it to the judgment and discretion of the
Attorney General, and simply says to him “if in your judgment
these prosecutions should be commenced, then commence them.”

It seems to me that if we are going to do anything about -

this matter, we should, at least, do something that would be
effectual. If we are going to say that these prosecutions shall
be instituted and earried on, let us say so and have the courage
of our convictions. But it is idle to pass a resolution of this
kind, which, in my judgment, means absolutely nothing,

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President, I quite agree with every-
thing which the Senator from California [Mr. Works] has so
well said, When this Government of ours was divided into three
distinet departments it was in order that the exercise of their
respective functions might be Independent of one another; and,
to my mind, it is quite as unseemly for the Senate of the United
States, or for the Congress of the United States, to undertake
to direct the executive department of the Government to insti-
tute a particular prosecution as it would be for the Attorney
General to send us a communication directing us to pass some
particular law.

The executive department has no business, except in the
way in which the Constitution itself provides, to instruct Con-
gress as to its duty of legislation; and Congress has no busi-
ness to instruct one of the other departments of the Govern-
ment as to what it shall do, except in the manner pointed eut
by the Constitution.

When the Congress of the United States has passed a law
denouncing certain acts as crimes, that itself constitutes a di-
rection to the Attorney General and to the law officers of the
Government to prosecute anybody and everybody who is guilty
of violating the statute. That is the only way in which we
can in a seemly and decent manner, as it seems to me, instruct
the executive officers—by the statutes which we make. We
have passed a statute declaring that when individuals or cor-
porations have done certain acts they are guilty of eriminal
offenses, and that of itself is a direction to the Attorney Gen-
eral, whenever in his opinion anyhody, any corporation, or any
individual has violated the statute, to instifute a prosecution.

Mr. President, either this resolution ought not to have been
introduced and ought not to be passed or it should have been
a far stronger resolution, and presented in another bedy. If the
Atforney General has evidence and believes that individuals
are violating the statutes of the United States, it is his sworn
and solemn duty to bring prosecutions; and if he culpably fails
to do it, the remedy is the institution of impeachment proceed-
ings by the other House and a trial by this body.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

The VICH PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. SUTHERLAND, Certainly.

Mr. BORAH. Has the Senator from Utah any doubt that
these corporations have violated the law?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. They have violated the law, certainly;
and the Supreme Court has passed upon that question.

Mr. BORAH. Has the Senator any doubt from the decisions
in the tobacco case that they violated the eriminal provision of
the statute?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Probably they have, but that, to my
mind, is wholly aside from the question. I may have no doubt
that some other individual has committed a crime. I may be
quite certain that some individual has committed n murder, in
violation of some statute of the United States, and still I would
cousider it an unseemly thing to introduee a resolution in Con-
gress directing the Attorney General to institute a prosecution
against that person for that crime.

Mr. BORAH. What I was trying to get at, by ascertaining
the opinion of the Senator from Utah as to the violation of the
law, was that we might indirectly arrive at the opinion of any
reasonable man who might read that record, and that would
apply to the Department of Justice as well as fo everysne else.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. That, to my mind, is not the question
here. The question is not whether I may be certain, or whether
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the Senator from Idaho may be certain about it. T am speak-
ing about what seems to me—and I use the expression with all
due respect to the Senator who introduced the resolution—to
be the improper character of a resolution directing the execn-
tive department to institute a prosecu..on under the statute in
a particular case.

Mr, WORKS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from California?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. I do.

Mr. WORKS, 1 should like to ask the Senator from Idaho,
if this resolution is to be dependent upon the opinion of Sen-
ators here, why is the resolution so worded as to leave it to the
opinion and judgment of the Attorney General?

Mr, BORAH, Does the Senator ask me the question?

Mr. WORKS., Yes.

Mr. BORAH. I suppose it is out of courtesy to the Attorney
General.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. It seems to me there would have been
a great deal more courtesy in leaving the whole matter to the
Attorney General. It is to be supposed, and I am myself quite
gure, that if in the opinion of the Attorney General either the
-people who are mentioned, or anybody else, have been guilty of
violating the statute a prosecution will be instituted,

Mr. President, it is but a step from this sort of a resolution to
another, which seemed to be foreshadowed in the suggestion
made by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Regp]. He reads from
an article in the public press that certain persons charged with
violating the statute have pleaded guilty or have entered a plea
of nolo contendere, and he complains that they have been sub-
jected to a fine which he considers unreasonably low. If the
Senator thinks that, and if this resolution is to be passed, then
we may expect a resolution directing the court that may ftry
these people to fine them a certain amount or to imprison them
for a certain term if they are convicted. Would the Senator
from Missouri think that was a seemly thing for the Senate or
for Congress to do?

Mr. REED. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I do.

Mr. REED. I am absolutely in favor of that kind of a reso-
lution, but I want it passed in the form of a law, so that the
courts will be compelled to assess and enforce adequate pen-
alties.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Abh, the Senator—

Mr. REED. But I do not think——

Mr. SUTHERLAND, The Senator would be guite within his

right.
Mr. REED. Certainly; I know that,
AMr. SUTHERLAND. And it would be quite within the rights

of Congress to do that. But would the Senator be in favor of
passing a resolution directing the court that tries these men
mentioned in this resolution, if they are found guilty, to impose
the maximum penalty upon them?

Mr. REED. Oh, no. I arose for the very purpose of saying
that the Senator from Utah was not justified in putting that
construetion on anything I had said. But what I did say was
that I favored this resolution, and I take it that the Attorney
General of the United States does not occupy the same position
as the courts, or the same relation to this branch of the Gov-
ernment, that the courts occupy to this branch of the Govern-
ment,

Mr. SUTHERLAND. No; not quite the same position, but
the difference is one of decree. The Attorney General belongs
to one department of the Government and the Senate of the
United States belongs to another department of the Govern-
ment, The Senate of the United States may pass a law de-
claring a general rule and that in effect directs the Attorney
General when anybody has violated that general rule to insti-
tute proceedings. I undertake to say that in my jndgment, at
least, it is entirely aside from any right of Congress to direct
the Attorney General to institute a prosecution against any
particalar individual or any particnlar corporation or any par-
ticular number of individuals or corporations. That is no part
of its function; that is not the exercise of the legislative power
at all.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from Utah sus-
pend for a moment? The hour of 2 o'clock having arrived. the
Chair will lay before the Senate the unfinished business, which

is House bill 11019,
Mr. SUTHERLAND. I have finished what I had to say.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution of the Senator from
Ohio will go to the ealendar with the pending guestion on the
motion to refer.

TARIFF DUTIES ON WOOL.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 11019) to reduce the duties on
wool and manufactures of wool.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President, apropos of the
pending bill, I simply desire to say a word and to have read
from the desk a letter from the Tariff Board upon the question
of their investigation of the present wool industry. I desire to
say by way of preface that the incessant agitation during the
last year for a revision of this schedule of the Payne tariff law
has already cost the people $100,000,000. Seventy-five per cent
of this loss has fallen upon labor.

To again destroy through tariff revision the American sheep
industry and place the people under the disadvantage of buying
our supply of this article from foreigners in the face of the
enormous reduction in the wool product of the world is certain
to force our people to the payment of higher prices for clothing
and dearer prices for mutton in the not distant future, when
the sheep of our farmers have been sacrificed in the open market
of the world as they were under the free-trade laws of the last
Democratic administration of President Cleveland, when our
flocks became so unprofitable to their owners that in many in-
stances they were sold for 50 cents a head and butchered by
the thousands.

What there is about the American sheep to excite the hos-
tility of our friends upon the other side of the Chamber baflles
my comprehension. Our Democratic friends have a consistent
and historie hatred of the American sheep which annually mani-
fests itself toward the most inoffensive and lovable of the
farmers' herds, and this undue haste to get at them now is little
less than eriminal, and I protest against it as unwise and unfair
to the sheep owners of our country.

Senators were loud in their demands for a Tariff Board at
the last session of Congress. The board has been created and
are busy with their task. I have asked them how they are
progressing and have received a reply which I ask the Secretary
to read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary
will read as requested.

The Secretary read as follows:

WasHINGTON, D. C,, July 2}, 1911,
The TARIFF BOARD,

Treusury Department Building, Washington, D. 0. |

Deanr Sigs: Will you kindly inform me what work has been done by
your board to ascertain from practieal investigation the present status
of the American wool and woolen trade, and whether you are now pre-
pared to make any specific recommendation for a change in the cus-
toms lnws and regulations touching this branch of American Industry?

You know the Senate is about to vote upon this matter, and a prompt
reply to this inquiry will be greatly appreciated.

Very respectrully,
WILLIAM ALDEN SMITIL
THE TARIFF Boamp,
Treasury Building, Washington, July 25, 1911,
Hon, WILLIAM ALDEN SMITH,
United States Senate,

Desx Sir: I beg to at-kuowled;fe your letter of July 24, asking what
work has been done by the Tarif Board to ascertain, from practieal
investigation, the present status of the American wool and woolen
trade, and whether we are now prepared to make any specifle recom-
mendations.

I beg to say that the board Is now In the midst of an investigation
Into the sub}ect of woolgrowing and wool manufacture in this coun-
try and the leading competing countries of the world and is collecting
on a large scale original data regarding relative prices, wages, labor
efficiency, and cost of production. This investization was planned last
year, with a view of reporting to the President at the opening of the
first regular session of Congress in December of this year.

In view of the fact that new information is received dally from onr
agents, both in this country and abroad, and is being tabulated as rap-
i(ﬁv as possible, we are unable to report results until all of this mate-
rial has been considered. It will inevitably take several months more
to complete this work. We shall, however, report to the President on
Bchedule K not later than the first Monday in E)eeember, 1911.

Very truly, yours,
Hexry C. EMERY, Chaivman.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, I gave notice that at this time
I would make some remarks on the pending measure. I have
cheerfully agreed to yield to the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
TownNseEND], who wishes to make a few remarks on the same
measure, if T can have the privilege of following him.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr, President, I wish to thank the Sena-
tor from Montana [Mr. Myers] for the courtesy he has ex-
tended in yielding me a little time now. I assure the Senator
and the Senate that I will not abuse that courtesy with a
lengthy speech. :

I desire at this time to state briefly my attitude on the prop-
ositions now pending before the Senate having as their object a
revision of the tariff, and at the outsef I will say that I am a
firm believer in the cardinal doctrine of my party, viz, a duty
on imports coming into the United States and which compete
with articles which can and ought to be produced here, equal
in amount to the reasonable difference in the cost of production
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abroad and in this country; and therefore I desire to know
the fact of what that difference is. I voted for the Payne
tarill bill after exhausting every right and power I had to
amend it as to me seemed necessary in order to make it con-
form to the aforesaid principle; and I so voted for two reasons:
First, it was an improvement on the Dingley law, which the
evolution of business had made inharmonious with present-day
needs. It was, in my judgment, as good a law as could bhe
reasonably expected, having been framed under the old method
of revising the tariff. There were many protests against some
provisions of all the schedules, but a majority had to be ob-
tained to pass any bill, and the time-honored, but I hope now
dishonored, custom of logrolling obtained. If the protestants
to that measure had obtained their desires there would have
been another class of objectors. Under the old method neg-
lected local and special interests have produced insurgents
against tariff revision, and any one of these groups is about
as good as another. It was wise, in my judgment, to enact
some megasure and thus settle the business disturbance which
tariff revision always causes, especially when it is made ac-
cording to past methods. And, secondly, I voted for the Payne
bill because it contained a provisiof, faulty in some particu-
lars, but distinetly progressive in principle, viz, it provided for
a Tariff Board, which. should be composed of high-grade, well-
qualified experts, whose business it should be to investigate the
cost of production abroad and at home, and when the facts
were disclosed and they showed any schedule of the tariff to
be founded on any principle other than the difference in such
cost of production, the Congress could by the aid of such facts
proceed to revise such schedule, and that without undue and
unnecessary disturbance to the business of the country.

I supposed such was to be the policy, at least, of Republicans,
I went before the people of Michigan and declared that doctrine,
I believe that the people approved it. I now feel that it would
be a serious mistake, both politieally and industrially, to return
to the old methods of revision and in a special session of Con-
gress, In a few days, without hearings and with practically no
discussion, and with the Tariff Commission assiduously and in-
telligently at work securing facts for a report which can not be
presented before December; T feel, I say, that it would be a
mistake under these conditions to proceed to revise the most
complex and far-reaching schedules of the tariff. Does anyone
doubt that the logrolling process is to be employed if revision
occurs now? What other interpretation can be placed upon the
well-founded rumors of secret meetings and attempts at com-
binations? Are the men who are most strenuous for present
revision actuated by the pure and sole motive of benefiting the
people? TIs it not clear that polities is the mainspring which
moves to action now? Will anyone doubt that some Senators
are more interested in embarrassing the President than they are
in righting tariff wrongs——

Mr. GRONNA. Mr. President—

Mr. TOWNSEND. That some of our Democratic friends are
absolutely sincere when their words and actions show that they
are looking for political capital?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from Michigan
¥ield to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr, TOWNSEND. With pleasure.

Mr. GRONNA. I shonld like to have the Senator from Michi-
gan name the Senators he refers to.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Oh, I do not believe I ought to do that.
thThe VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator should not do it, onder

e rule.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, I rise to a parliamentary inguiry.

The“;VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Minnesota will
state it.

Mr. CLAPP. Should the Senator have made a reference
which, under the rules, lte is precluded from specializing?

The VICE PRESIDENT. No; not a reference that reflects
on any Senator.

Mr, TOWNSEND. I made no reference to any Senator.
Senators are unduly sensitive, it seems to me. I simply asked
the question if anybody doubted that such are the facts, If the
Benator has doubts, he can incorporate them in the Recorp
with such expressions as he chooses to use.

Mr. CLAPP. I want to assure the Senator that for one I
am not at all sensitive. On the other hand, I wish to say, so
far as parliamentary usage and law will permit, that I think
the Senator's statement is absolutely unwarranted. I do not
myself believe that any Senator upon either side of this Cham-
ber wants to frame a tariff bill for the purpose of embarrass-
ing the President of the United States. I am sorry that the
Se::ator has that view of the purpose and motive of his asso-
ciates.

Mr. TOWNSEND. I am endeavoring, Mr. President, to pre-
sent to the Senate and to the country some of the views and
impressions which have come to me and which, I submit, have
oecurred to many other Senators and have been given somewhat
free expression in many of the papers of the country.

Is this the time and occasion to project hasty and ill-consid-
ered tariff legislation upon the country?

I submit, Mr. President, that the people’s interests should be
of greater importance to statesmen than personal ambitions, or
than party success even. I am as ready as any Member of this
Senate to proceed to an intelligent revision of any schedule of
the tarlff when the facts, scientifically and impartially obtained,
disclose the need of revision; and so far as the wool schedule
is concerned, those facts will be in our hands next December.
They can not be ohtained before.

I have never heard a Senator on this floor claim that the
Tariff Board is incompetent or in any manner unfit. It is
doing great work, and we should have the benefit of it before

we proceed. The Congress has appropriated $475,000 for this

worlk, and much of it has been expended. I do not believe that
all the egotism of the fathers of pending bilis and proposed
amendments will allow them to elaim that they have all the
facts necessary for a complete and satisfactory revision of the
tariff. If revision occurs now, it unquestionably will be most
imperfect when viewed In the light which will be cast by the
Tariff Board. Will we revise again in December, or will we
leave it imperfect and thus furnish the material for further
business disturbance? Either thing would be a calamity. I
know that some tariff provisions are inequitable, or at least I
think I do, although I would hesitate long before I changed a
schedule on my present information. I want the fullest and
most reliable information possible. Ignorance and logrolling
have been most powerful influences affecting tariff making in
the past. Shall we still permit these things to prevail, or shall
we do as the country expects us to do, namely, act upon the
apportionment and statehood bills and then go home and await
the report of the Tariff Board before revising the tariff?

In December Senators will have become cooler; passion and
prejudice will have subsided, at least in a measure, and reason
and good judgment will have resumed their sway. The defeat
of tariff bills at this session will not mean the postponement
of desirable tariff revision. On the contrary, it will mean a
revision a few months later which will be sane and satisfactory.
No man will have occasion to say that I have hesitated to
vote against any duty which is clearly shown to be higher
than is sufficient to measure the difference in cost of production
here and abroad, when such ‘duty is considered by the Senate
in the light of facts produced by honest, disinterested, and
scientific men.

Why is this undue haste to revise the tariff? It would have
walited until December if this extra session had not been called,
and no one would have suggested the reconvening of Congress
to act upon it. Are Senators afraid to have the facts upon
which to base revision disclosed? The counfry is not. It is
praying for relief from the politiclans. It asks that tariff laws
be scientifically made and that its business be no longer the
ball with which men play the game of politics.

Personally, I shall try to keep the faith pledged to the peo-
ple last fall and shall vote against all hasty, ill-considered tariff
legislation by whomsoever proposed at this short session, but I
will join hands at the very earliest date with those believers
in a revision of all schedules which the facts shall disclose as
inharmonious with a tariff which approximately measures the
difference in cost of production here and abroad.

What I propose is the wise and logical course for Senators
who believe in the principles of a protective tariff to pursue.
It will mean an honest, proper adjustment of such a tariff to
the needs of the country. It will receive the indorsement of
all thoughtful men and will win for the Senate the respect and
confidence of Ameriean industry.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, I desire to submit some re-
marks before a vote may be had upon the pending measure,
the House wool bill. As a general rule, I am a believer in the
custom, supposed to be more or less prevalent, of new Members
of this body, for a time after having taken their seats herein
and until they shall have learned something of the methods
of procedure and of the matters under consideration, refraining
from active participation in the debates and proceedings of
this body. As a rule, subject to some exceptions, I believe there
is good reason for such a custom. Asa rule, to which there are
exceptions—of which I am not one—I believe that new and
younger Members of this body, especially those who have not
served in the other branch of Congress and who have had no
experience in national politics, upon coming here generally have
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much to learn about national legislation. I know I had upon
my advent into this body and still have much to learn; and I
will have much to learn and hope to continue to learn during
the entirety of my six-year term of service in this body.
Hitherto I have been guite content to remain quiet in this body
and to undertake to learn from more experienced and wiser
Members something of matters at issue and methods of pro-
cedure, and I would prefer to continue for a much longer time
g0 to do. I would not ask at this time to be heard were it not
that I feel that conditions of a personal nature demand it and
make it appropriate.

. My object in now speaking is to explain my motives in cast-
ing what might appear to some to be contradictory votes. I
desire to give my reason for the vote that on the 21st day of
last month I cast upon the motion made by the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. Gore] to require the Senate Finance Commit-
tee to report the House wool bill back to the Senate not later
than July 10, 1911; and to give my reasons for the vote that I
ghall cast on the House wool bill when put upon its final pas-
gage, if it may reach that stage, in this body. I believe in the
fullest and freest interchange amongst the Members of this
body of statements of their motives in voting npon public ques-
tions. I want my fellow Senators to fully understand my mo-
tives in the casting of every vote that I may cast in this body.
I want my constituents to fully understand my motives in the
casting of every vote that I may cast in this body. I have
nothing of motive to conceal from my fellow Senators. I want
them to understand my motives. They may disapprove of my
judgment, but I would have their respect for and confidence in
my motives. I have nothing of motive to conceal from my con-
stituents. I not only want my constituents fo understand my
motives, but it is due them that I make known to them the mo-
tives of my every act here. They are entitled to know. I am
the servant of my constituents and they are entitled to the
fullest amount of light upon my conduct here.

As my remarks will involve more or less statement of motjve.
they will necessarily be, I regret to say, largely of a personal
nature; in fact will be. in part, somewhat in the nature of
speaking to a question of personal privileze. I am averse to
injecting self into remarks made here. Generally speaking, I
believe that remarks delivered on the floor of this Chamber
ghould be in the nature of impersonal discussion of issues and
principles. However, I recognize that there are times when the
exigencies of the occasion require some remarks more or less of
a personal nature, and this I deem to be one of those occasions,
I trust that this may be the last occasion that I may ever have
to inject self into remarks made upon the floor of this Chamber,

As is well known, on the 21st day of last month, when the
motion of the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gore] to require the
Senate Finance Committee to report the Houge wool bill back to
the Senate not later than July 10, 1911, was put to a vote, I
voted against the motion, and I was the only Democrat in this
body who did so. I will give my reason therefor,

Upon my election, without my solleitation, to this body, I an-
nounced that I would at all times during my term of service
here endeavor to give fair consideration and justice to every
legitimate industry of the State of Montana or of the nation.
I also annonnced that I would stand for the rule of the people
and against the rule of special interests. I did not, and I do not
now, consider those two declarations inconsistent. Woolgrowing
is one of the principal industries of Montana, Montana is the
leading woolgrowing State of the Union. In the production of
wool it leads all of the States and Territories. Montana has
within its borders more sheep than has any other State or any
Territory in the Union, According to the last report of the
Census Buorean, in 1910 there were in Montana 4,978,963 sheep,
I am told that the woolgrowing industry of Montana represents
investments of $45,000,000. I simply state facts, No deduction
should therefrom be drawn that I favor giving that industry
any more than justice or any undue advantage, or giving it any-
thing at the expense of the people.

On the 20th day of March, 1911, a committee of well-known
gentlemen and business men of Montana, each engaged in the
woolgrowing business, gentlemen whom I esteem to be upright
and honorable men, men of probity and standing, comprising
both Democrats and Republicans, boarded in Montana the train
on which I was traveling en route to this city, and thereon had
an interview of several hours' duration with me. They being
my constituents and the representatives of a legitimate industry,
I was entirely willing to be consulted by them, and I have no
apology for the interview. They did not ask me to vote to
retain the present duty, or any particular duty, or any duty at
all, on wool. In fact, they did not seek to elicit my views on
that proposition. They made no argument to me for a pro-
tective tariff on wool. They did not seek to influence my views

on that subject. They admitted that a revision of the woolen
tariff schedule would probably be sconer or later undertaken by
the Sixty-second Congress and that it might result in some
reduction of the duty on raw wool.

One of their number indicated that, at a proper time and upon
a proper showing, there might well be, in some particulars, a
readjustment of the woolen tariff schedule. He stated that in
Schedule K, the present woolen tariff schedule, there were cer-
tain phases of inequality that operated to the detriment of the
woolgrower and that should be corrected. However, they
stated that they wanted to avoid continual tampering, tinker-
ing, and agitation, as such depressed the price of wool and had
a depressing effect upon the business and kept wool buyers in
a state of suncertainty. They stated that if there should be a re-
vision by the Sixty-second Congress of the woolen tariff schedule,
they wanted it to be a final and permanent revision, or at
least to be the last for many years, in order to avoid continual
tampering, tinkering, agitation, unrest, and uncertainty. They
further stated that, should a revision of the woolen tariff
schednle be undertaken by the Sixty-second Congress, they not
only wanted it to be a final and permanent revision, but they
desired that it be not undertaken until after a full, fair, com-
plete, and thorough hearing could be had and until they could
have time in which to make a complete showing of their con-
tentions, They claimed that before a revision of the woolen
tariff schedunle should be undertaken they were entitled to a
fair and complete hearing, to time and opportunity in which to
make a showing before the final judgment of Congress should
be passed upon them. They claimed that this conld best be done
through the nonpartisan Tariff Board, by authority of Congress
appointed by the President, then and now engaged in that
work. They stated that the report of that board would be made
in November of this year, and would be before Congress when
it should convene in regular session in December of this year.
They claimed that through the Tariff Board report they counld
shed additional light upon the subject of the woolen tariff and
upon the woolgrowing industry in all of its phases, its cost and
profits in this and all foreign countries, and the relative posi-
tions and rights of the woolgrower and the woolen manufac-
turer. They claimed that the report of the Tariff Board would
show certain phases of ineguality of Schedule K and the neces-
sity for the correction theréof.

In other words, they claimed the right, as representatives of -
a legitimate industry, to a complete showing and a fair hear-
ing before ultimate judgment should be by Congress pro-
nounced upon them, and that this could best be done through
the medium of the Tariff Board report. They claimed that the
whole matter of the woolen tariff schedule had been relegated
by the last Congress to a Tariff Board, with the understanding
that the Tariff Board should fully and completely investigate
the woolgrowing industry in all of its phases, and any inequali-
ties or unjust features of the woolen tariff schedule, and make
its report thereon to this, the Sixty-second, Congress next
November, before the convening of the regular session thereof
in December; and they claimed that, in good faith, they should
be allowed to make their showing and present their evidence
to the Tariff Board, which, they said, occupied the position of
a referee in the case. They claimed that they had been led in
good faith to believe that such would be done, and that, in
good faith, it should be done.

In conclusion, they made but one request of me: That I
oppose the taking up and consideration, for revision, of the duty
on raw wool—raw wool only—(no request about manufactured
woolen products) at this special session of Congress, and that
I favor putting over any revision of the duty on raw wool—
raw wool only—until the next regular session of this Con-
gress, to convene next December, in order that they might,
meantime, have an opportunity to make a full and complete
showing and have a fair hearing at the hands of the Tarift
Board, the referee, which is even now at work in my State,
taking evidence and inspecting books and records, before Con-
gress shounld pass final judgment upon them.

I would make clear two distinetions: First, they made no
request as to manufactured woolen goods, their request being
only in relation to the duty on raw wool, their own product;
secondly, they did not seek to elicit from me any pledge or
promise as to what my vote would ultimately be upon the
merits of the question of a revision of the duty on wool or
woolen goods. They did not seek from me any pledge or
promise as to how I would vote when a bill for the revision
of the duty on wool ghould be put upon its final passage in the
Senate. They did not seek to influence my vote or views upon
the merits of the matter. They asked for a slight concession
of time only—a short time, a few months—before final judg-
ment of Congress upon a great question. They did not state it
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as a dilatory plea, for time only. They gave as a reason for
their request their statement that they could within those few
months of time make a complete showing and have a fair
hearing, and without it that they could not do.so. Their re-
quest was only for a short extension of time in which to pre-
pare for trial; not as to how 1 should pass judgment at the
trial. I believe in reasonable time for preparation for a bear-
ing; reasonable time in which to have a fair hearing, whether it
be to labor or to capital. I have always believed in the right
of every litigant, whether the poorest individual or the richest
corporation, to adequate time in which to prepare for hearing
and fto bave a fair hearing before the pronouncing of judgment.
Inherently, I do not believe in railroading justice, whether it
be to labor or to eapital

The request of the gentlemen for a slight concession of time
only—a few months—at the time and under the circumstances,
appeared to me to be fair and reasonable. They could not
have asked less and have asked anything. Whether prudently
or imprudently, I promised to grant their request. I promised
to oppose the taking up for revision of the duty on raw wool—
raw wool only—at this special session of Congress and to favor
postponing the consideration thereof until next December,
just as it now appears likely that the revision of the duties
on cotton, sugar, steel, iron, and other leading schedules will
go over to next December, with the aid and consent, possibly,
of Democratic votes.

I did not consider, and I do not now consider, that my dis-
~ position to grant to the woolgrowers of Montana and, in fact,
to every legitimate industry of Montana or of the nation, a
fair hearing was inconsistent with my stand for the rule of the
people, If my inclination to grant to the woolgrowers of Mon-
tana reasonable time in which to make a showing and to have
a fair hearing before judgment should be pronounced upon
them led me to be too liberal and to promise too much time,
it was at most an error of judgment on my part and not an
intentional departure from my principle that the people must
rule. On that propesition I bow to the superior wisdom of this
body. However, if in the opinion of this body I erred in my
judgment, I assume that I am not the only man who ever
erred in judgment. Doubtless there are living abler men than
I, who have erred in judgment, Doubtless Abraham Lincoln,
George B. McClellan, Gen. Grant, Gen. Lee, Stonewall Jackson,
Napoleon Bonaparte at times erred in judgment. Even news-
papers may sometimes err. At least one eminent Democratic
authority elaims that every Democratic Representative who
voted in the Ilouse caucus for the House wool bill made a
mistake.

We now find plenty of whittlers on dry goods boxes who can
tell all about the grave mistakes of Lee and Jackson, the in-
eificiency of MeClellan, the lamentable blunders of Lincoln and
Grant, all about how the Confederacy could have succeeded,
all about how the Union could have been saved in one-fourth
of the time and with one-tenth of the bloodshed that it cost to
gave it. I sometimes wonder if some of those possessors of
superior wisdom had then been alive and in charge of the
Confederate Armies and if others of them had then been alive
and in charge of the Union Armies what the result of the Civil
War would have been. The Confederate Armies would cer-
tainly have been invineible and the Union Armies would as
certainly have been irresistible, and I am curious to know
what would happen if an invincible force should come in con-
tact with an irresistible force. My belief is that there was
only one perfect man who ever lived—unless it be my critics—
and he was the Great Teacher, who had the greatest charity
for the shortcomings of others.

Having, prudently or imprudently. made this promise to the
woolgrowers of my State to favor a slight concession of time
before the passing of final judgment, when the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr, Goge], whose ability, wisdom, and patriotism I
highly esteem, on the 21st day of last month made his motion
to require the Senate Finance Committee to almost immediately
report to this body for its consideration the House wool bill, I
was confronted with the dilemma of voting against my party
associates in this body or of breaking my word, and I did not
for an instant hesitate as to what course to pursue. I kept my
word. I consider my word as good in politics as in business,
I put it above every other consideration, regardless of the con-
sequences, political or otherwise, to me. I make it an invari-
able rule to keep my word, whether doing so be popular or
unpopular,

Having kept my word in opposing the almost immediate con-
sideration of revision of the duty on raw wool, and the Senate
having decreed that revision of the duty on raw wool would
be considered at this special session, I was inclined to think
that I bad by my vote against consideration thereof at this

special session fully discharged my promise, and that I was
then free to vote in accordance with my convictions upon the
question of the final passage of the House wool bill; and I had
intended to communicate, before the bill should come before
the Senate: for final passage, with the gentlemen to whom I
made my promise, and to ascertain if they did not view my
promise in the same light. Before I could do so, and the next
day after the vote on the Gore motion, without my solicitation,
I received from the Montana Woolgrowers’ Association a vol-
untary telegram entirely releasing and absolving me from any
further obligation under my promise. Thus any doubt that
might have existed about further obligation under my promise
was removed by the voluntary action of the Montana Wool-
growers’ Association. It has been charged in Montana that
this release came in response to an expressed desire therefor
on my part. That is not correct. I had not before receiving it
expressed any desire to be released. I had intended to com-
municate, as to the extent of my promise, with the gentlemen
to whom it was made, but the release was wholly voluntary
and ecame without any communication or expression of desire
from me, In thus acting the gentlemen to whom I made that
promise have shown that they are upright and honorable gen-
tlemen, who would scorn to “trap™ anybody, and that they
only want what they believe to be right and just,

As I have indicated, I have been criticized for my conduct by
a few newspapers that assume to speak for the Democratic
Party of Montana, and, strange to say, I have been criticized
more upon the keeping of my premise than upon the making
thereof. Immediately after my arrival last April in Wash-
ington City, without any desire for concealment, my promise to
the woolgrowers of Montana to favor postponement for a few
months of revision of the duty on raw wool was, with my as-
gent, by newspaper correspondents, made public in Montana;
yet the making of that promise elicited but scant comment,
while the keeping thereof brought forth much criticism, carry-
ing therewith much misstatement of fact.

In comment upon the vote had in the Senate on the Gore
motion, reference being made to “the votes of the Montana -
Senntors on the Underwood wool bill, a measure to reduce the
tariff on raw wool 50 per cent,” it has been published in
Montana that T was “the only Democrat to vote with the Re-
publiean regulars against reduction.” I beg leave to say that
upon that occasion I did not vote against the reduction of the
tariff on wool. Upon that oceasion the question before the
Senate and whieh was voted upon was not, “ Shall the tariff on
wool be reduced?” The Underwood wool bill was not before
the Senate for passage. The question then before the Senate
was a preliminary one, not connected with the merits of the
bill. It was: * 8hall the Underwood wool bill be reported to the
Senate for consideration within a few days?"” I voted against
the almost immediate reporting and consideration of the bill,
I voted that the Senate Finance Committee be allowed longer
time in which to consider it and that it be reported and acted
upon at a later day..

Reference is made to an alleged promise of mine to the wool-
growers at the Miles City conference last winter “ to oppose a
reduction in the woolen schedule.” I was never in my life in
Miles City. I was not at any conference of woolgrowers last
winter. I nevér promised any woolgrowers to oppese a reduc-
tion in the woolen schedule. I only promised to favor putting
the consideration thereof over to December, in order that, as
claimed, whether correctly or not, further light might be had
upon the proposition. I never promised any woolgrowers how
I would vote whenever the question of the revision of the duty
on wool should be before the Senate. It was always my inten-
tion, with such light as I had upon the subject, whenever the
question of a revision of the woolen tariff schedule should come
before the Senate, to vote either for free raw wool or for some
reduction in the duty on raw wool. The only matter about
which I was ever in doubt was as to whether we should at once
have free raw wool, as advocated by at least one eminent Demo-
cratie authority, or only a reduction, for the present, of the
duty on raw wool, as advocated by the Democratic House lead-
ers; and, if the latter, then as to how much of a reduction.
It was upon those questions that I thought perhaps further
light might be justly had before the passing of final judgment.
When such distinguished doctors disagree, is it any wonder that
a less learned person may feel that a little further time might
possibly shed further light upon contentions so stoutly waged?

Other criticism upon the ocecasion of the keeping of my word
was most scornful and contemptuous, and from a source that I
little suspected of harboring such feelings against me. Yet this
same source of criticism ought to know full well as anybody
in Montana that I always keep my word in politics, no matter
how disagreeable to me the results thereof may be; no matter
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if it bare my breast to the most scorching criticism and bring
down upon my head the most bitter condemnation; no matter
if it be utterly destructive of my political future and cast me
into the political serap heap. I once retired from Aontana
polities, and my retirement was not wholly from choice. I will
again retire whenever remaining in politics shall involve the
breaking of my word.

It now appears quite likely that revision of the cotton, sugar,
steel, iron, and other important schedules will go over until De-
cember. Have there been any scorching editorials in Montana
" against the proposition of permitting revision of cotton, sugar,
steel, and iron to go over to December? Not any. Will there
be any? I think not. To let revision of cotton, sugar, steel,
iron (not produced largely or not produced at all in Montana),
and other necessary articles used by the people go over to
December would appear, according to my critics, to be orthodox
and holy; but a suggestion to let the revision of wool, one of
Mentana's leading products, now being investigated by the
Tarlff Board, go over until December is treason—that is, when
I suggest it.

Mr. President, so much by way of explanation as to why I
voted against the Gore motion. I will now make some remarks
in regard to my vote to be cast upon the pending measure, the
House wool bill, now and for the first time upon its merits
before the Senate for final passage.

Feeling that I have discharged my promise, as well as having
been released therefrom, I am now at liberty to vote according
to my convictions upon the House wool bill. I intend to vote
for the House wool bill. So far as I now have light, it is in
accordance with my cenvictions, my prineiples, my politics, and
my party. I do not believe in always putting party above every
ofher consideration. I do not believe in putting party above
right, I do not believe the sole test of a faithful legislator to
be that he always vote in accord with his party. I do not
believe that test to be the sole test of efficient public service,
hut I do believe in political parties. I am a Democrat and I
am in accord with the pelitical principles of my party. I be-
lieve the Democratic Party to be right upon the issues of the
day, or I wonld not belong to it. I am a Democrat from con-
viction, and I believe in voting with my party when it is right
and when vital political principles are at issue. I am a tariff
revisionist. I believe in a tariff for revenue only, for the
purposes of a government economically administered.

In my opinion tariff protection per sge is radically wrong in
principle and is legalized robbery.

It is said that the word “tariff” comes from one Tarif, a
Moor, who held forth in the eighth century at Tariffa, a place
in Spain, and who is said to have been a robber and to have
Torcibly exacted of merchants and tradesmen, passing his way,
a toll, as the price of passing on in peace. Thus the word
“tariff ” is said fo have originated in robbery and bears the
name of a robber, who levied the first tariff. Hence, the ex-
pression: “The robber tariff.” Of course, revenue must be
raised, and, in the language of the illustrious John G. Carlisle:

A tariff for necessary revenue is a legitimate tax; but a tariff for
protection is robbery.

In my opinion, protection breeds trusts. I believe protection
to be the chief cause of trusts; and trusts produce millionaires
and paupers. Trusts stifle competition and cause hundreds of
thousands to work in sweatshops at starvation wages. Protec-
tion causes an unjust distribution of wealth; unjust distribu-
tion of the products of labor.

I favor a more just distribution of wealth, a more just dis-
tribution of the products of labor, than exist under our trust-
protecting System. I am for a downward revision of the entire
tariff system. So far as I now have light, I intend to vote,
when afforded an opportunity, at a proper time and in a proper
manner, for a reduction of the duties on cotton, sugar, steel,
iron, manufactured products, and all other articles of necessity
used by the masses of the people. I could not consistently vote
for a reduction of all of those duties and yet vote to retain the
present protective duty on raw wool and woolen manufactured
articles. I do not believe in protecting home products just
becanse they are home products. I do mnot belleve in giving
home products an undue advantage over other products. In
so doing there would be no principle. I do not believe in levy-
ing tribute, exacting bounty, even for home products. With a
reduction of the tariff duties upon all other articles in use by
the masses of the people, I believe that the reduction of the
duty on raw wool, provided for in this bill, will not be unjust
or harmful to woolgrowers. So far as I have light, I believe,
under those circumstances, it will leave them as well off as now.

Whether we should have free wool or not is not now the ques-
tion. The Democrats of this Congress have decreed that that
issue shall not come before this Congress at this special session.
The only question now is: Shall raw wool and woolen manu-

factured articles stand their proportionate share of tariff re-
duction along with the other reduections that the Democrats of
this Congress purpose making? I believe, with the light at
hand, the House wool bill to be a fair and just measure to the
woolgrowers as well as, at present, the consumers. I am con-
firmed in this belief by the fact that an esteemed Republican
Member of this body, a protectionist and a woolen manufac-
turer, the Senator from Utah [Mr. Samoor], has himself offered
in this body a substitute for the pending House wool bill, which,
while it does not provide for so much reduction of duty upon
woolen manufactures as does the House wool bill, does provide
for material reductions; in some instances, I am informed, as
much as 50 per cent of present duties. T understand it will be
generally supported by the Republican Senators. It seems to
me that this is a signifiéant acknowledgment from a protection
source that some reduction may be justly made.

I am further confirmed in this belief by the fact that the
Democratic House Members from woolgrowing States and dis-
tricts who generally, as I understand, opposed revision of the
woolen tariff schedule at this time, as I did, voted, with one
exception, for the House wool bill when put upon its final pas-
sage in the House. The three Democratic Representatives from
Colorado, a woolgrowing State and a neighbor State of Mon-
tana, in the beginning, as I am informed, opposed, as I did,
starting in at this time upon wool as the beginning of tariff
revision. Yet, when the House weol bill was put upon its final
passage in the House, they all voted for it, believing it to be,
if followed by other and general reductions, a falr adjustment,
I understand they have been supported in their attitude by the
entire Democratic press of their State.

Not only do I intend to vote for the House ywool bill, but I
intend to vote against adjournment of this special session until
we shall have voted upon revision of the cotton, sugar, steel,
iron, and all other tariffs upon articles of necessity used by
the masses of the people. I favor not only the House wool bill
but T favor a general {ariff revision at this special session of Con-
gress. I favor remaining here until we shall have voted upon
reductions of the tariff duties upon all of the leading articles
of consumption, and until we shall have had a vote upon revi-
sion of all of the leading tariff schedules, and until that time
I shall vote an emphatic “no” upon the question of sine die
adjournment of this special session.

It has been decreed that we shall take up for consideration
and vote upon at this special session the revision of the woolen-
tariff schedule, and in that decree I aequiesce. But, since we
are to consider revision of the woolen schedule, why end there?
Why let revision of the cotton, sugar, steel, iron, and other
schedules go over to December? Can anybody give a valld
reason therefor? The only reason that I have heard given
therefor is that of the personal comfort of the Members of this
body. Is that a good reason? Yhy is it that the weather has
not been too hot to decide to vote on woolen revision, and then
will suddenly become foo hot to remain here and vote on revi-
sion of cotton, sugar, steel, and iron? What mysterious ther-
mometrical changes are we to have immediately after the
vote upon the House wool bill?

Not only will I vote to remain here at our post of duty to
revise all of the leading tariff schedules, but I will vote to
remain here until we shall haye voted upon measures for phys-
ical valuation of railroads, efficient amendment of the antitrust
lnws, regulation of interstate corporations (the latter now advo-
cated by the honorable Attorney General of these United States),
and upon all other matters of remedial legislation needed by the
people. If there be remedial legislation needed now by the
people, why put off granting it until December? When reme-
dial legislation is needed by the people, I have adopted as my
politieal motto: “Do it now.” Why put it of? Will any
Democratic or progressive Republican Member of this body say
that, after-the House wool bill ghall have been voted upon, the
great masses of the toiling people of this country will need no
further remedial legislation? Will there then be on our statutes
no class legislation, no legislation in favor of predatory inter-
ests, no legislation in favor of special interests which will need
amending, repealing, or new legislation? We are here to scrve
the people. The people are our masters, and so long as the
people need remedial legislation we should be ever ready to
consider and enact it. The plen of personal comfort is not a
valid plea. We were not elected to legislate only when the
weanther may be comfortable. We are not paid our salaries to
remain here, in session, only when the weather may be com-
fortable. Our duty to the people exists just as muech in hot
weather as in cold weather. Even so, we are more comfortable
here and we have here more of the luxuries of life, with elee-
trie fans, iced mineral waters, easy chairs and couches, comfort-
able offices and cloakrooms, pages and messengers, than the
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millions of toiling masses in sweat shops, factories, and fields.
They toil on in the hottest of weather, under the burdens and
unjust conditions imposed upon them. Why should we, because
the weather is warm, refuse to remain here and render to them
the services due them and expected of us?

I shall vote to remain here so long as the people need legisla-
tion, so long as there are wrongs that need righting, so long as
there are subjects that may with profit be legislated upon. Why
put it off until next winter? Do not the Democrats and pro-
gressive Republicans of this body admit that the people are
suffering evils which need legislative correction? They may
control the actions of this body, if they but will. Then. why not
stand to our post of duty and show that we are faithful serv-
ants? I have even heard staunch Republicans, termed regulars,
admit on the floor of this Senate, at this special session, that
there are phases of the present tariff law that need readjust-
ment, regulation, overhauling, and revision, and that the same
will likely be done next winter.

If needed now, I ask why wait until next winter? The House
of Representatives, I hear, is willing to remain here at its post
of duty much longer. Why should the Senators desert their
post of duty when there is work to be done? Should the Sen-
afors not be as close to the people as are the Members of the
Housge? Should the Senators not be as solicitous of the welfare
of the people as are the House Members? Is it possible that
the fact that Honse Members are elected for shorter terms and
serve for only two years at a term makes them more solicitous
about the welfare of the people? There is no doubf that there
is abroad amongst the people popular distrust of the United
States Senate. May the Senate not, in large measure, remove
that distrust by remaining here at its post of duty so long as
the people are in need of remedial legislation? I know full well
there are more experienced, abler, and wiser Members of this
body than I—doubtless all of the others are—but it seems to me
that these propositions are so patent that they are not sus-
ceptible of refutation, and that they should appeal to the reason
of everyone. I would not object to a short recess next month,
as proposed by the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Newranps], but
I would much prefer to keep steadily at our duty without inter-
mission. ;

It may be that there are certain Interests that want adjourn-
ment of this special session. But are there any interests supe-
rior to those of the people? Are we here to serve The Interests
or the people? It may be that the trusts want adjournment.
‘It may be that the trusts recently dissolved by decrees of the
United States Supreme Court want adjournment. But were we
elected to serve the trusts or to serve the people? Are we the
servants of the trusts or of the people? Are we to march
under the banner of predatory wealth or the banner of the
people? Has anybody heard a demand from the masses of the
people that we adjourn immediately after the taking of the vote
upon the revision of the woolen schedule? I bave not. There
is no demand from the masses of the people for adjournment
until onr work shall have been accomplished. Why end with
wool? Why not remain here and next take up the cotton
schedule, and then, one aftér another, in succession, the remain-
ing tariff schedules that need revising? Why now revise wool
and not cotton? The woolgrowers were given no time for a
hearing. Why make flesh of one and fish of the other? In
undertaking the tariff revision of wool, the revision of the duty
on one of the prinecipal produnets of the North is undertaken.
Let us be fair, and then undertake the revision of the duty on
one of the leading products of the South.

No; after voting upon revision of the woolen schedule much
will yet remain to be done in the interest of the people. Not
only will remain revision of other tariff schedules, but there are
pending in this body bills to amend the antitrust laws, in the
interest of the people, in the interest of trade and competition,
so as to make those laws efficient in both civil eases and criminal
prosecutions; so as to make it possible to put violators of anti-
trust laws behind the bars, where they belong. Why let those
bills lie dormant until next winter? I say, if the antitrust laws
need amending, so as to prevent “reasonable” oppression of
the people, let us amend them now, so that trusts may not
reorganize and proceed with * reasonable” robbery of the peo-
ple. If a man were sick and in need of medicine, would you
give it to him now or wait until next winter? At the last
election the people said they were sick, of Republicanitis, and
needed medicine. Congress is the doctor. Will you give it
now or wait until next winter?

I say, let us do those things now, and do them promptly,
withont nnnecessary prolongation or delay. Is it any wonder
that the people exhibit impatience with the United States
Senate? Is It any wonder that there is talk of abolishing the

United States Senate? We have been here nearly four months,
and it appears to me that we have accomplished about as much
as a good board of county commjssioners would do in a week's
time; and much that we do is done under cover of a viva voce
vote. One day last week, when the House campaign-publicity
bill was before the Senate, the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
OwrEKN] offered thereto an amendment desgigned to limit the ex-
penditure of money in congressional elections by mnational
political eommittees and congressional campaign committees,
and he could not get the required number of Senators—one-fifth
of those present—to join him in a demand for a yea-and-nay
roll-call vote on the amendment; and the amendment was de-
feated under cover of a viva voce vote, of which no individual
record is made. On the same day the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. Reep] offered to the same measure an amendment that
suffered a like fate. The people complain of these things. I
say, that by remaining here at our post of duty and expediting
needed legislation we may do much fo remove the cause of
complaint. Let us put duty above comfort. ILet us put patriot-
ism above pleasure. Let us remain at our post of duty until
the masses of the people say we have accomplished that which
is expected of us; until the toiling masses shall have been
given the remedial legislation so often promised them and so
often denied them. These are the observations of a new Mem-
ber of this body, one who claims no superior wisdom and who
is not above human imperfection. With these remarks I an-
nonnce that I will vote for the pending measure—the House
wool bill—when put upon its passage.
Mr, DIXON obtained the floor.
CORPORATIONS IN INTERSTATE COMMERCE.

Mr. CLARKE of Arkansas. Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent to submit a report out of order from the Committee
to Andit and Confrol the Contingent Expenses of the Senate.

Mr, DIXON. I yield to the Senator from Arkansas for that
purpose,

Mr. CLARKE of Arkansas. I am directed by the Committee
to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, to
which was referred Senafe resolution No. 98, directing the
Committee on Interstate Commerce to investigate and report
desirable changes in the law regulating and controlling corpo-
rations and persons or firms engaged in interstate commerce,
to report it favorably without amendment, and I ask unani-
mous consent for the present consideration of the resolntion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HEYBURN in the chair). Tt
will be necessaty for the Senator from Montana to yield the
floor under the rule.

Mr. DIXON. I yield the floor for that purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arkansns
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of the
resolution reported by him. The resolution will be read for
information.

The Secretary read Senate resolution 98, submitted by Mr.
Crapp on the Tth instant, as follows:

Resolved, That the Committee on Interstate Commerce {8 herehy an-
thorized and directed, by subcommittee or otherwise, to inqoire into aat
report to the Benate at the earliest date Eractieahlc what changes are
necessary or desirable in the laws of the United States relating fo the
creation” and control of corporations engaged in Interstate commeree,
and what changes are necessary or desirable In the laws of the United
States relating totgersons or firms engaged in interstate commerce’; and
for this purpose they are authorized to sit during the sessions or re-
cesses of Congress at such times and places as they may deem desirahle
or practicable, to send for persons and papers, to administer onths. to
summon and compel the attendance of witnesses, to conduct hearinzs
and have reports of same printed for use, and to employ such clerks,
stenographers, and other assistants as shall be necessary; and any
expense in connection with such inguiry shall be paid out of the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upen vouchers to be approved by the chair-
man of the committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ts there objection to the pres-
ent consideration of the resolufion?

Mr. SMOOT. T should like to ask the Senator from Arkansas
whether it is a unanimous report of the committee?

Mr. CLARKE of Arkansas. I understand not. The Senator
from New Jersey [Mr, Brrees] announced that he was not in
favor of its passage. He simply did not indicate that he had
further opposition to it. He did not vote for it. I do not know
that I disclose anything which may not be made known in
making the statement.

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator know whether the Senator

 from New Jersey would like to be heard upon it?

Mr. CLARKE of Arkansas. I think not. He did not indi-
eate any preference of that kind. I would not want to have
it pass from under the conirol of the Senate if there was any
doubt on that point. I can only state what he informed us in
the course of the running discussion which took place while the
resolution was under consideration in the committee.
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Mlﬁ SMOOT. I have not any objection to the resolution per-
sonally—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The debate is proeeeding by
unanimous consent. 3

Mr. SMOOT. But— -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is, Is there ob-
Jection to the present consideration of the resolution?

Mr. BRANDEGED, T do not object. I simply rose to give
some information fo the Senator from Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There being no objection——

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President, I should like to have the reso-
Intion read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will again read
the resolution.

The resolution was again read.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I will say to the Senator from Utah
that this morning I had a conversation with the chairman of
the committee, the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Bricas], in
relation to this resolution, and he informed me that while, per-
sonally, he would vote against it in committee it would be re-
ported out, and I gathered distinetly from him that he in-
tended to make no opposition to it on the floor. Personally, I
hope the resolution will be agreed to.

Mr., SMOOT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unanimous consent only
can the resolution be proeceeded with.

Mr. SMOOT. I am not going to object to the consideration
of the resolution after the explanation of the Senator from
Connecticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There being no objection, the
Senate will proceed to the consideration of the resolution. The
question is on agreeing to the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to. :

ELECTION AND RECALL OF FEDERAL JUDGES.

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President——

Mr. DIXON. I yield to the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. OWEN, I wish to give notice that on Monday next,
after the morning hour, I shall address the Senate on the elec-
tion and recall of Federal judges, and for that purpose I infro-
duce a bill, without objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill can not be received
while the Senator from Montana is occupying the floor in the
consideration of the unfinished business.

Mr. DIXON. I will yield the floor to accommodate the
urgent necessity of my friend from Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFTICER. The bill will be received.

The bill (8. 3112) providing for the election and recall of
Federal judges was read twice by its title.

Mr. OWEN. I desire that the bill may lie on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will be so ordered.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. DIXON. I do. .

Mr, CLARK of Wyoming. I think the Senator from Okla-
homa gave notice that he would after the morning hour ad-
dress the Senate on the bill he introduced. I wish to make a
parliamentary inquiry. Would that make the bill the un-
finished business?

My, OWEN. I think not. I merely propose to speak at the
convenience of the Senate, and I do not wish fo make it the
unfinished business.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Of course, if the Senator speaks
at the conclusion of the morning business he can avoid that,
at any rate.

Mr. OWEN. I suggested after the routine meorning business.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I understood the Senator to say
¢ after the morning hour.”

Mr. OWEN. I meant to say “after the routine morning
business.”

AMENDMENTS OF THE CONSTITUTION.

Mr. OWEN introduced a joint resolution (S. J. Res. 42) pro-
posing a method of amending the Constitution of the United
States by establishing constitutional majority rule; which was
read twice by its title.

Mr. OWEN. I ask that the joint resolution may lie on the

table.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will lie on the table.
TARIFF DUTIES ON WOOL.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the
consideration of the bill (H. R. 11019) to reduce the duties
on wool and manufactures of wool.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, in view of the many formidable
exhibits here to my right, which may dishearten some of my

friends who might want to listen to me, I will say that I shall
take up but a very few minutes this afternoon. However, in
view of the approaching vote on the House wool bill to-morrow,
I want this afternoon te tell at least some truths abont
Schedule K that I believe, without egotism, are misunderstood
by 99 per cent of the people of this country. If Senators who
are really interested in some of the involved language of
Schedule K, that has been severely criticized in the press of
this country, would take the pains to listen for a few min-
utes, I really believe I might throw some light on a much-
mooted question, and I might say some things that would be of
real intellectnal benefit to some of my fellow Senators,

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr, President, I suggest the want of a
quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Seecretary will eall the roll.

The Secretary ealled the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names: :

Bacon Cullom Myers Reed
Bourne Commins Nelson oot
Bradley Davis Newlands Ehively
Brandegee Dixon xon Bmoot
Bristow Gore 0'Gorman Stone
Burnham Gronna Oliver Sutherland
Chamberlain Heyburn Owen Swanson
Chilton La Follette Page Warren
Chpg Penrose Wetmore
Clark, Wyo. MeCumber Perkins Williams
Clarke, Ark. Martin, Va. Pomerene

Crawford Martine, N, J. Rayner

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. The junior Senator from Alabama
[Mr. JonnsToN] requested me to state for him that he is absent
from the Senate attending the Lorimer investigation.

Mr. CHILTON. I desire to announce that m¥ eolleague [Mr,
Warson] is unavoidably absgent from the Senate.

Mr. PAGE. 1 wish to announce that my colleague [Mr,
DitrinegaM] is detained on the Lorimer investigating com-
mittee, and probably will not be with us to-day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty-six Senators having an-
swered. to their names, a quorum of the Senate is present. The
Senator from Montana will proceed.

Mr. DIXON. Mr, President, I think it is a duty that I owe to
the woolgrowers to try to explain what I believe has always
been the great stumbling block in the way of a proper under-
standing of the wool tariff. It is the one thing on which wool
tariffs have been built and the one thing that is not understood
by one-tenth of 1 per cent of the people of this country.

The wool-tariff schedule—Schedule K—of the Payne Tariff
Act of two years ago is admittedly not basking in the sunlight
of popular favor. By common consent Schedule K seems fo he
doomed to revision.

The Democratic majority in the House have presented their
views of Schedule K, and their diagnosis of both the disease
and the remedy is contained in the so-called Underwood bill,
upon which a vote will be taken to-morrow.

A distinguished Republican Senator [Mr. La Forrerte] has
presented his views of the revision of the wool tariff as em-
bodied in the La Follette amendment, while another eminent
Republican Senator [Mr. Samoor] has presented his ideas of
the correct solution of the wool tariff in the so-called Smoot
amendment,

Briefly, the Underwood bill proposes a 20 per cent duty on
all raw wool, with an average duty of 40 per cent on manu-
factured woolen goods,

The La Follette amendment proposes a 40 per cent duty on
raw wools such as are generally produced in this country;: a
10 per cent duty on coarse carpet wools, very little of which
are produced in this country; and an average duty of about
70 per cent on manufactured woolens, .

The Smoot amendment proposes a duty of O cents per pennd
on wools of the first and second class and 3 cents per pound on
wool of the third class, with an average duty of about G0 per
cent on manufactured woolens.

Each of these three bills professes a lowering of present
duties on raw wool and manufactured woolens.

Representing a State that has more sheep and raises more
wool than any other State in the Union, and in which industry
my people have invested about $40.000,000, I am naturall
much interested in the pending measures. ‘

More misinformation is afloat, more prejudice exists, and
more injustice is liable to result in frying to remedy the al-
leged wrongs of Schedule K than any other of the tariff
schedules.

Before any aection is taken in this matter I want to be heard.
I know that rank injustice and inequalities do exist in the
present provisions of Schedule K. I know that I have knowl-
edge of these wrongs, and I therefore ask of Senators a patient
and careful hearing of what I shall have to say.
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Two years ago, during the debate on the Payne-Aldrich tariff
schedules I was aware of the gross inequalities of Schedule K.
I then conceived it to be my duty, as one of the Senators from
the greatest wool-producing State, to go to some of the other
Senators from the western woolgrowing States and propose to
them that we get together and try and adjust what I at that
time conceived to be the inequalities of that schedule as it
affected the woolgrowers of the West.

But Senators from that section, older and more experienced
in tariff legislation than myself, and with equal responsibilities
in the matter, while admitting that my contentions were cor-
rect, urged that “it was better to bear the ills we have than to
fly to those we know not of,” and I reluctantly acquiesced in
their more mature judgment.

Subsequent events have demonstrated to my mind, at least,
that my judgment was then correct. That if, at the time, we
had frankly acknowledged a situation that is patent to all who
will take the time to investigate, and had reconstructed and re-
written Schedule K in plain English, leaving out the miserable
subterfuge that was first written into it at the instigation of
certain wool manufacturers in the McKinley Act of 1890, car-
ried over into the Dingley Act of 1897, and again into the
Payne-Aldrich Aect of 1909, the woolgrowers, the woolen manu-
facturers, and the people generally would have been better off
and business conditions would not now be upset with another
renewal of tariff revision.

The time is now here when we should know the truth about
this matter, and to the best of my ability I intend this after-
noon to set forth the cold record of actual conditions as they
have affected the sheep grower.

I shall demonstrate why, that with a tariff doty that most
people have honestly supposed gave the sheep raiser a protec-
tion of 11 cents per pound, the industry of growing wool and
mutton has not thrived, but in the past 10-year period has not
quite held its own. And we might as well acknowledge that
fact. I shall show conclusively that the struggling sheep grower
has been led to believe, and most of them have believed and the
people at large have certainly believed, that he was protected
by a duty of 11 cents per pound. He has in reality not had a
tariff protection of to exceed 5 cents, certainly not over 6 cents,
per pound en the average. I will show why instead of to-day
having 100,000,000 sheep in the United States that would pro-
duce 600,000,000 pounds of wool, mere than enough to supply
our own needs, we have to-day only 39,470,312 woolshearing
sheep, with approximately 60,000,000 all told, including lambs
of thig year's crop.

I think the census returns, with the lamb erop included, only
show 50,000,000; but the June and July returns would make
the number of sheep and lambs about 58,000,000 to 60,000,000,
We have to confess that in the past 10 years we have lost about
1 per cent of the sheep of this country. We have not increased
the number of our sheep under the present tariff duties.

People generally have believed that the woolgrower has been
protected by a duty of 11 cents per pound. Some of the sheep-
men have believed this was true. Many of them have known
that the nominal paper duty of 11 cents per pound was in fact
a delosion and a snare; that the actual tariff duties has not
given the woolgrower to exceed b or 6 cents per pound. I doubt
even that much. :

The truth is the woolgrower has been sacrificed for the benefit
of the manufacturer. I will demonstrate that that is the reason
the woolgrower has not prospered and the one reason why sheep

. have not increased in numbers as they should have done.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I do not want to interrupt the
Senator, but—

Mr. DIXON. I court interruptions. I want to demonstrate
this matter, if I can.

Mr. NELSON. 1 want to ask the Senator this question: Does
he not think that this decrease arose from the faet that a
good deal of the range lands have been taken up by home-
steaders?

Mr. DIXON. That is the popular theory, and I confess that
I labered under the same belief as the Senator from Minnesota ;
but the returns of the census demonstrate that in the West
throughout the old “ Territorial ” country, the Rocky Mountain
region, the public-land region, sheep have increased in the last
10-year period. The decrease has come in the Eastern and
Central States.

Mr. WARREN. May I interrupt the Senator for a moment?
The facts are that there are more sheep in the Rocky Mountain
country than before because, through irrigation and cultiva-
tion, material is raised for feeding sheep in the winfer and the
spring and fall and caring for them, so that the same number
of acres now provide for many more sheep than they did when

the sheepmen depended entirely upon the grasses of the open
range, :

Mr. DIXON. The Senator from Wyoming states the situa-
tion correctly. The irrigation of the valleys and the growing
of alfalfa have made winter feed and winter pasture for the
sheep where formerly they depended entirely upon the range.

I will show why this great Nation is to-day dependent on
other countries for $100,000,000 of wool and woolen goods
yvearly imported from foreign countries that should be pro-
duced by our own people.

I will show how this Nation can produce its own wool in
abundant sufficiency to clothe all its own 90,000,000 people
independent of all the nations of the earth.

HISTOEY OF THE WOOL TARIFF,

Taught by the stern necessities of the Civil War, when our
supply of foreign wools was seriously threatened, that a great
Nation to be truly self-supporting must raise the wool for the
manufacture of its own clothing, the wise provision of the wool
tariffs of 1867 was enacted into law, when a straight duty of
10 cents per pound plus 11 per cent ad valorem was laid on
raw wool.

Under the operation of that tariff, with no * skirting-clause”
joker in it, the prices for wool were fairly remunerative to
the farmer and woolgrower. Sheep increased from 28,477,951
in 1870, producing 100,102,000 pounds of wool, to 50,626,626
sheep in- 1884, producing 308,000,000 pounds of wool. In 14
years, under a straight tariff duty of 10 cents per pound, the
sheep of this country doubled in numbers, and the wool clip
increased from 100,000,000 pounds in 1870 to 308,000,000
pounds in 1884.- That was the effect on the sheep-growing
industry of this country under a straight-duty tariff, with no
joker in it.

Mr. WARREN. I will say to the Senator that during a part
of that time we had a compound duty, 10 per cent ad valorem
being added. -

Mr. DIXON. I say that we had 10 cents specific duty and |
10 per cent ad wvalorem, which made about 11 cents per pound.

Mr. WARREN. I will say that sometimes it reached as high
as 13} cents, of course when wool was highest; but the Sena-
tor is right, generally speaking, about the tariff rate during
thai period.

. DIXON. Then, unfortunately, came the tariff aect of
1883 reducing wool duties by leaving off the ad valorem duty on
class 1 and class 2 and reducing the duty on class 3 to 23 cents
per pound. Class 3 covers what is known as the coarse carpet
wool, and under the provisions of that law a great abundance
of foreign wool under the 2} cents specific duty on what was
known as carpet wool came into this country, displacing the
American-grown wool,

Now, listen, Senators. Under the 1883 fariff sheep decreased
in number from 50,626,626 in 1884 to only 43,431,136 in 1891,
producing 285,000,000 pounds of raw wool; in other words, after
the cutting down of the duty on wool of the third class fo
2% cents per pound flooded the country with foreign wool the
result was that during that seven-year period the sheep de-
ereased from 50,000,000 to 43,000,000, but the duties then ex-
isting were far greater, in fact, than those under either the
Dingley law or the present law.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Heysuex in the chair).
Does the Senator from Montana yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. DIXON. Gladly. = ’

Mr. SMOOT. _I should like also to call the Senator’s atten- '
tion to the fact that the law of 1883 placed the duty on waste at
10 cents a pound; and millions and millions of pounds of waste
were brought into this country. Increased importations of
cloth followed and broken wool tops were imported as waste,
all of these taking the place of American wool.

Mr, DIXON. The Senator from Utah states the exact truth.
Unfortunately the adjustment of the figures on “broken tops,”
which is the essence of refined wool, at 10 cents per pound,
brought in a tremendous importation at that end of the line to
supplant the American wool. 3

THE M'KINLEY LAW OF 1890

In October, 18900, the McKinley law was passed. It restored
the duty to 11 cents per pound on unwashed wool of the first
class, 12 cents on the second class, with class 3, the coarse car-
pet wools, carrying an ad valorem duty of 32 per cent.

Now listen to the result under the McKinley tariff: During
the three years it was in force the number of sheep slowly grew,
increasing from 43,431,136 to 47,273,553, and producing 348 -
538,000 pounds of wool, in place of 285,000,000 pounds three
years previous.

But the McKinley law was not a success. For the first time,
at the instigation of the eastern wool manufacturers, there was
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. inserted an innocent-looking provision that was fatal, and
which since that time has proved to be the famous *joker” of
all wool tariffs since enacted.

THE SKIRTING-CLAUSE “ JOKER.”

Herein lies the secret of the whole trouble of wool tariffs, and
in it lies the secret of the wrong and injustice that has been
done to the woolgrowers of this country.

When the wool manufacturers by the legerdemain of knowing
how to make it appear to congressional Finance Committees,
as one eminent authority at that time said, when the full import
of the infamous “ skirting clause” was made known :

Low duties on wools are made to sound high. It is framed to yield
the least return to sheep raisers, without being understood by those
who read it.

The New York Weekly Tribune of February 17, 1897, said:

The skirting clause of the act of 1800 was made the means of
defeating the plain object of the law to a large extent.

The Tribune was then the great champion of the farmer.
Horace Greeley's great influence had not yet entirely waned in
its editorial sanetum.

That was before the days of * free trade for farm products”
under the guise of reciprocity, sugar coated with * free print
paper.” But more for the famous skirting-clause joker later on.

WILSON BILL AND FREE WOOL.

I now want to advert to the Wilson bill. Under it raw wool
was placed on the free list. Then came the dark days of 1803
to 1897. The theory of the free trader, “ free wool and cheap
clothes,” was heard in the land.

The Wilson bill passed August 28, 1804, We were already
in the preliminary stages of the world-wide financial depres-
sion of those terrible years. There was no protest then against
‘“high wages,” “high prices,” and the * high cost of living."”

The blow was a staggering one to the sheep raiser, Sheep in
Montana sold as low as 75 cents per head and wool as low as
T cents per pound. [

The statement of a distingnished Democratic Senator on this
floor the other day that “ some Democrats that he knew wanted
to kick a sheep every time he saw one”™ bore bitter fruit. That
“ free-wool " and * cheap-clothes” demand became a reality.
We certainly got “cheap wool,” but cheap clothes did not
bother us at all, for we were busily engaged just then in trying
to find something to put into our empty stomachs, and while
thus engaged in that strenuous occupation we were confent to
wear our old clothes, patched and ragged though they were,

Mr. WARREN, Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. DIXON. Certainly.

Mr. WARREN. May I ask the Senator whether, in his ob-
gervation, wool clothing was any cheaper to the consumer dur-
ing that time than it was before or has been since?

Mr. DIXON. I know in the part of the West where I live
everybody was bankrupt and broke, and we were not inquiring
very much into price tags in the clothing-store windows during
that period.

Mr. WARREN. If I may state what my observation was, I
will say that on all wool clothing we got no discount whatever,
but paid the same prices. We could buy shoddy clothing, be-
cause that tariff law removed the duty on shoddy, and the im-
portations of the free shoddy increased some 20 times. We
 used 20 times as much of it as before.

Mr. DIXON. The whole country was flooded with shoddy
importations from Europe, displacing American pure wool.

Under the beneficent infiluence of “free wool” the number of
sheep diminished from 47,273,653 in 1803 to 36,464,405 in 1898,
a decreasge of aver 9,000,000 in three years. Wool production
fell off from 348,538,000 pounds to 270,474.000 pounds.

The value of sheep fell from $125,900,000 in 1893 to $61,-
989,000 in 1896,

Practieally every woolen mill in this country was closed dur-
ing that period, and the whole wool business, from the sheep
raising to the manufacturing, was bankrupt, hopeless, and
ruined, and the importations of foreign wool doubled and
trebled ; the importations of shoddy multiplied, as the Senator
from Wyoming has said, 20 times over, and whatever clothes
that we were fortunate enough fo get hold of were largely
made from shoddy imported from Europe.

DINGLEY LAW OF 1B0T.

In 1897 the Dingley law practically restored the old rates of
the MeKinley law, but the poor woolgrowers, after their terrible
experience with ‘““free wool,” knowing full well the cheat and
delusion of a nominal duty of 11 cents per pound, with the
“gkirting clause” again inserted, which in its actual results
only gave 4 or 5 cents protection, were willing to accept any-
thing that promised some relief,

McKinley had himself stood for a duty of 8 cents per pourkl
in 1890, with no “gkirting clause,” but the manufacturers in-
sisted on 11 cents, with the “ skirting-clause” joker put in.

THE JOKER.

Now, let us examine into the matter and see how the “ skirt-
ing clause ” really reads and see what it means in actual results,

The language of the McKinley law, copied into the Dingley
law and again rewritten into the present Payne-Aldrich tariff
law, after providing for a duty of 11 cents per pound for wool
in the grease and 12 cents per pound for the wool washed on the
sheep’s back, not scoured, and after further providing that any
wool imported—here is the crux of the whole matter; this is the
provision of the present law, of the Dingley law, and of the
McKinley law—

which kas been sorted or increased in value by the rejection of any part
of the eriginal fleece, shall be subject fo twice the duty to which it
would be otherwise subject.

Here is the proviso that was slipped in in 1890 :

Provided that skirted wools as now imported are hereby excepted.

“ Now you see it, and now you don’t.” It is the same as if we
enacted a stringent statute against murder in the first degree,
providing as a punishment that the one found guilty should be
drawn, quartered, and burned, and then at the end should add
o proviso that * the maximum penalty shall only be six months
in the county jail.” That was the joker that was slipped into
the law of 1890. Columbus Delano, of Ohio, the great wool
expert, got up in the committee room of the House and left it in
disgust.

The tariff on raw wool was written on paper for the poor
sheep raiser a thousand miles away from the scene of action in
language that appeared to him a plain protective duty of 11
cents per pound, but with a string tied to it by the representa-
tive of the organized manufacturers that, when gently pulled by
him in the actual business of importing foreign wools, only gave
the sheepman about 4 or 5 cents per pound actnal protection.

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator be kind enough to explain
what the term * skirted wool” means?

Mr. DIXON. I am just approaching it now. In other words,
by a bold circumlocution of phrases, the tariff of 11 cents per
pound, supposedly for the protection of the sheepman, largely
disappeared in the shrewd juggling of the innocent-looking
proviso attached to the end of the paragraph.

: HOW IT WORKS.

Here is how it works: Theoretically merino wool, known to
the trade as “ Territory wools,” such as constitutes the bulk of
the wools grown in Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Utah, and the
other States that were formerly Territories, shrink on an aver-
age about 65 per cent from the “ wool in the grease" to the
“scoured wool” status—from this status [indicating by ex-
hibiting a sample of greasy wool] to that [indicating by ex-
hibiting a sample of scoured wool].

I think I have given the percentage of shrinkage a little
high; probably 60 per cent would be better,

Mr. SMOOT. No; 65 per cent.

Mr, DIXON, The Senator from Utah informs me that it is
65 per cent. For this reason the duty on this sconred wool
[indicating] was fixed at 383 cents per pound, being, theoret-
ically, the equivalent of the 11 cents per pound duty on 3
pounds of wool in the grease,

I will now say, so that these samples which are here on my
desk may be more intelligently understood, that a gentleman
from Idaho, Frank Hagenbarth, who, I think, is as well in-
formed about the wool tariff as any man living, at my request
went to Boston, visited the wool warehouses, and bought 60
samples of wool from the different wools stored there—some
from the West, some from Ohio, some from the Argentine,
some from Australia, and some from England. He took those
60 samples and distributed them among four different pro-
fessionnl secourers in the city of Bosten. The scourers did not
know where the wool came from or anything about it. They
only knew it by number. He was endeavoring to ascerfain by
actual test how much jmported wools brought into this coun-
try under the skirting clause actually shrink. I will get to
that later on.

Here on the desk is a letter sent me by Jeremiah Williams
& Co., of Boston, at the request of Mr. Hagenbarth, giving
the actual figures for wool in all stages of preparation—from
the dirty wool in the grease to the skirted, the scoured wool,
the tops, and the spun yarn. Here [indicating] are the noils,
which are the waste and the burrs, amounting to 2 grams,
I think, in those 2 pounds of wool. This [indicating] is
skirted wool from Australin. Two pounds of it make one
pound of scoured wool; in other words, the shrinkage on this
wool is 50 per cent instead of 66§ per cent, on which the tariff
is based. =
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Mr. ROOT. What is the process of skirting?

Mr. DIXON. Skirting is simply this: The wool fleece does
not shrink in the same proportion. The belly, the legs, and the
posterior portion of the animal, where the dirt and filth accu-
mulates, shrink probably 90 per cent. The skirting clause
merely permits the importer to take a fleece from Argentina
or Australia or New Zealand and clip off the heavy shrinking,
dirty, filthy, posterior parts, the belly and the legs, and im-
port only the light-shrinking back and top. Here is the letter
to me from Jeremiah Williams & Co., dated Boston, June 29,
1911, written at the request of Mr. Hagenbarth. They give the
actual result of the tests with these samples. It shows that
2 pounds of grease wool made 1 pound of scoured wool; 143
ounces of card sliver—card sliver is the wool as it first comes
out of the carding machine—make 12 ounces of tops, which is
the finest grade of refined wool before it is earded into roving
and then spun into yarn.

Mr. SMOOT. Or a reduction of 25 per cent between the
scoured wool and the tops.

Mr. DIXON. Or a reduction of 25 per cent between the
scoured wool and the tops. Two pounds of dirty grease wool
produced these results, finally yielding 103 ounces of yarn.

Mr. WARREN. How much of noils?

Mr. DIXON. Two and a quarter ounces of noils. This is noil
[indicating]. It is merely waste, the short, stubby, coarse
fibers that are taken out in carding and combing. The 2 pounds
of grease wool also produced 2} drams of card fly and burrs,
which is merely refuse.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit me,
we have many inquiries as to what noils are. As I understand,
noils come from scoured wool, and they are the short parts of
the wool and also whatever impurities are left when the tops
have been extracted from the scoured wool.

AMr. DIXON. That is correct

Mr. SMOOT. . The short staple fibers from fine grade of wool.

Mr. WARREN. The short staple, and anything that will not
make tops.

Mr. DIXON. Al wools do not shrink alike.

Mr. WARREN. Does the Senator expect to follow tops fur-
ther? There is a little waste in putting tops into yarn and
the yarn into the cloth.

Mr. DIXON. The cloth samples are there on the other desk

. [indicating]. I will take them up a little later, as it will follow
in better sequence. All wools do not shrink two-thirds in
scouring. Now, remember that tariff duties are all bnilt on the
supposed fact that wool shrinks 664 per cent.

Theoretically the importing manufacturer, to get 100 pounds
of scoured wool, wounld import 300 pounds of wool in the grease,
paying thereon a duty of $11 per hundred pounds, or $33, the
equivalent of 33 cents per pound on the scoured produet.

But with the “skirting clause” in active operation, he does
no such thing. From all fleeces imported at the place from
where they are shipped he first trims off the heavy shrinking
legs, belly, and rump portion of the fleece, and only imports
the light shrinking back and side portion of the fleece, so that
in importing 300 pounds of “skirted wool™ from Australia or
New Zealand or Argentina, which then shrinks only less than
50 per cent instead of the theoretical 663, the importing manu-
facturer actually gets from his 300 pounds in the grease, if it
only shrinks 50 per cent, 150 pounds of scoured wool, which has
cost him just 22 cents per pound in tariff duty on the scoured
wool, instead of 83 cents, as contemplated by the tariff section
before the “ skirting clause” was deftly attached thereto.

In other words, the “protection to the woolgrowers” has
then and there shrunk from 11 cents per pound to one-third of

22 cents, which makes T} cents actual protection instead of | gy

the 11 cents as written in the law.

Judge William Lawrence, who was for some years a Repub-
lican Member of Congress from Ohio, afterwards Comptroller
of the United States Treasury, and who for years was president
of the Ohio Wool Growers' Association, and probably the great-
est authority in his time on wool tariff—I think the Senator
from Utah [Mr. Smoor] knew him——

Mr. SMOOT. I used to know him very well
. Mr. DIXON. I think he is also known to the Senator from

Massachusetts [Mr. Lobge] and the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. WARREN].

Mr. LODGE. Yes; and he is a great authority.

Mr. DEXON. Judge Lawrence gave it as his deliberate opin-
jon, in his annual address before the Ohio Woolgrowers'
Association in 1808, after the notorious skirting clause had
again been inserted in the Dingley law of 1897, that * the sgkirt-
ing clause was a fatal defect in both the MeKinley and the
Dingley tariff laws.” He gave it as his judgment that under
the loophole of the skirting clause and the inadeguate duty

placed on wools of class 3, the nominal paper duty of 11 cents
per pound only “added an average of about 4 cents per pound
to the price of unwashed wool to the average American merino
wool over the normal world’s price and no more.”

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. DIXON. Yes.

Mr. SMOOT. In justice to the present situation, I would
like to say that at that time they were making a great many
coarse goods in this country; and if they were doing it to-day

and could use third-class wools, the result would be the same

as the judge stated. But it is not to that extent now, because
they are.not making the coarse goods.

Mr. DIXON. Yes; the Senator from Utah [Mr. Satoor]
states the thing correctly as it was at that time. At that time
worsteds had not come into universal nse, Cheviot and tweed
weaves were largely used. They were importing this coarse
class 3 wool, which still further reduced the actual protection to
the sheep grower.

Mr. WARREN. For a long time there was no tariff at all,
or scarcely any on third class, called carpet wools. To-day
about 81 per cent of the carpet wools come in under a tariff of
4 cents, About 19 per cent come in at 7 cents. It is safe to
say that pretty much all of the best, and T should think perhaps
a quarter or a third of the balance, is used for other purposes
than carpets, and it is so stated in various publications.

For instance, the Boston Transcript, in quoting the market
every week, speaks of it in nearly every quotation as third
class or carpet wool imported for better purposes than carpet
manufacture.

Mr. DIXON. Now listen, Senators. Edward A. Greene, of
Philadelphia, whom many of the older Senators remember, the
eminent wool manufacturer, wool dealer, and wool expert, who
was chairman of the commission that arranged the wool samples
under the act of 1800 for use in the United States customs,
which same classification is still in use, in discussing the actual
operation of the law and with reference to the *skirting
clause,” said: =

The Dingley law is better for the manufacturers than law th
ie:;r Pﬁsndc‘n b{:?é;rom for the woolgrower than any, exce;:‘.n{he Wuséu?r

% That was Mr. Greene's testimony on the effect of the skirting
ause,

To put the matter of shrinkages of imported wools that had

been skirted to the actmal test, at considerable trouble, Mr.
Frank Hagenbarth some weeks ago went personally to Boston
and procured the 60 actnal samples from different shipments of
wool in the warehouses at Boston and had the wool in the grease
scoured by professional scourers.

Here are the results:

5

Per cent.

g5
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These are the results from 60 samples actually scoured under
the circumstances I have mentioned.

Mr. LODGE. Those foreign wools are all skirted wools.

Mr. DIXON. All skirted wools. The domestic wools are not
skirted, becanse there is no incentive to skirt them. The for-
eign wools are all skirted before importation. I have the
original samples in my office, 60 of them, and if any Senator
out of curiosity should care to drop in and see them, I will be
glad to exhibit the whole list. I only brought in these that are
here on my desk. 3

Taking these 60 different samples of imported Australian,
New Zealand, and Argentine wools, picked indiscriminately
from imported wool stocks in Boston awaiting manufacture, we
find the average shrinkage to be 36§ per cent.
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That is, instead of shrinking 663 per cent, as contemplated
in the tariff law, the average imported Australian, New Zea-
land, and Argentine wools shrunk only 36§ per cent by this
actual test.

In other words, the importer in Boston, in actual experience
in importing these skirted foreign wools, paid in tariff duoties
on 300 pounds the sum of $33. He received therefrom 190
pounds of scoured wool.

Instead of paying the theoretical $33 tariff duty on 100
pounds of scoured wool, he actually paid $33 tariff duty on the
resultant 190 pounds of scoured wool, or at the rate of 17.36
cents per pound, for his scoured wool, instead of 33 cents.

In other words, the 190 pounds of scoured wool, from actual
results, represented, on the 8-to-1 basis, 570 pounds of nnskirted
wool in the grease, making the actual duty fo the importer at
the rate of 5.8 cents per pound on wool in the grease, instead
of 11 cents, as provided ip the law.

These are the cold facts from the test of actual resuits.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, That was the actual protection.

Mr. DIXON. Yes; that is the actual protection to the
American sheep grower—b5.8 cents per pound, instead of 11, as
popularly supposed.

Mr. WARREN. Will the Senator permit me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the Senator from Montana
yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. DIXON. Certainly.

Mr. WARREN. The previous reference to Judge Lawrence
reminds me that my association with him commenced in the
sixties, and usually at least once a year I saw him from that
time on. Now, the woolgrowers, aside from the skirting,
even if that were eliminated, would not get the 11 cents, of
course, because shippers abroad will always ship the lightest
fleeces. If you take out the skirted wool, then you will get the
light fleeces, which will go a shrinkage of perhaps 48, while
ours will go 66%, which was originally accorded as the regular
rate of shrinkage. Now, those of us who have long known
the duty, know that 11 cents and 12 cents has not been the real
protection, but that it has been from 5 to T4 cents per pound.

Mr. DIXON. The truth was they took the old 11 cents duty
in the 18067 tariff and added the skirting clause to it, which
nullified half of the 11 cents duty written in the body of the law.

Mr. WARREN. I might say further to the Senator that for-
merly we did not get the light wools that we now get from
abroad. Our South American crossbreds are now very largely
light woolg, which were not in existence then. At that time the
wools from Oceanica were all of them of heavier shrinkage
than to-day. They were nearer to our shrinkage. 8o that that
change has worked against us year by year in the change in
breeding abroad.

Mr. SMOOT. So that Senators will understand also the re-
sult just stated——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the Senator from Utah
give attention to the Chair for a moment? Senators are in-
duolging in a quiet conversatipn withont addressing the Chair,
with the result that other Senators do nof hear them. Senators
will conform to the rule.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I wish to call the attention of

the Senator from Montana, and also other Senators, to the re-
sult that is just announced, and to state that it is not altogether
in the skirting clause, from the fact that on class 2 wools under
the present law, if they are washed they come in at only 12 cents,
and not double the amount of duty for wool in the grease.
Therefore the shrinkage upon those washed wools of the second
class, coming in at 12 cents—and that was one of the classes
that the Senator has alluded to—brings the shrinkage down
quite low. In my amendment I have eliminated the skirting
clause. I have also provided that wools of the second class
coming into this country washed shall bear the rate of twice
the amount of wools of the second class in the grease.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator from Utah failed to say what,
perhaps, we all know, that he has changed the rate also on the
second class, the mutton sheep.

Mr. DIXON. It is all 9 cents per pound.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. DIXON. Yes.

Mr, NELSON. During this discussion it has occurred to me
that instead of this complicated schedule between raw and un-
washed wool, secoured wool, noils, and all that, would it not be
fairer to have an ad valorem rate on the actual value of wools?

Mr. DIXON. I will redch that later on. -

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. DIXON.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I should like to know from the Sena-
tor from Wyoming—and I ask the Senator from Utah the same
question—why it was that this disclosure was not made to the
Senate when the Payne-Aldrich bill was under discussion? The
distinguished Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WaArreN] is a large
woolgrower, and he must have known it. I do not think the
attention of any of the Senators was called to the matter either
by the Senator from Utah, who was on the Finance Committee,
or by the Senator from Wyoming, who was a Member of the
Senate then, and who is a woolgrower.

Mr. WARREN. If the Senator will allow me to answer:
There has not been a time, in conversation or public speaking,
when the matter has come up to me, when I have not made the
statement that on first-class wool the real protection to the
sheep grower has not exceeded 74 cents a pound, and that it is
sometimes less since the introduction of light shrinkage cross-
bred wools.

Now, in the mattér of second-class wool, we have for many
vears understood there was a fault. But I have heard it said
often here, and never better than by a former Senator from
Missouri, Senator Vest, who one day in a speech stated how
long he had served, and stated that there never had been a
tariff bill passed that any living man was satisfied with,

I make that assertion on my own account, that there never has
been a general tariff bill passed that exactly suited any one
person. This wool tariff has never entirely suited the wool-
grower, but it has been the best that we have been able to
attain so far.

And referring to the matter of second-class wool, I remember
that the Senator from Minnesota brought it up two years ago.
The second-class wool originally was all the wool that could
be combed. At that time the other wools were used for felting,
carding, and so forth, but they could not be combed, and there was
such an intense feeling on the part of manufacturers that they
must have a certain small amount of long luster wool to use
with a Lister comb, and besides that, on account of the great
trierlllgghip for Canada, they left the second class at 12 cents,
washed. =

The percentage of such wool has never been over 12 per cent
of the entire production, and usually only 6 or 7 per cent, so
that it has not been so important; but at the present day the
French combs, and also the Heilman and Noble and one or
two other classes of combs that have been invented in America, -
comb nearly all of the wool produced. They comb the wools
formerly considered too short for combing. Now, I believe, and
I want to say to the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NerLsox],
who has just arisen in his place, that second-class wools have
just as much right to have a dirt, a washed, and a scoured rate
on them as any other classes. It is my intention, if I ever get a
chance, to help make it that way.

Mr. NELSON. The Senator from Wyoming speaks of the
friendship for Canada in connection with wool.

Mr. WARREN. A great many years ago.

Mr, NELSON. But the friendship for Canada was not as
great as it has been at this session of Congress.

Mr. WARREN. That is true. But I desire to eall the atten-
tion of the Senator to the fact that the wool associations of this
country, the woolgrowers, and the Senators in this body who
represent woolgrowers have not been so insistent on indorsing
Canadian reciprocity as have some others.

Mr, NELSON, Another thing, if the Senator from Montana
will yield to me,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. DIXON. Certainly.

Mr. NELSON. This occurs to me. We who were very anx-
ious in 1909 to have this woolen schedule revised, were told that
it could not be done, that it was the key of protection, that you
must not touch it; and now the Senator from Utah and others
come in and admit that the tariff was unjust and unfair, and
too high, and are ready to reduce it. Why did not you meet
us in that spirit at that time, instead of coming now to do it?

Mr. SMOOT. Mr, President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. DIXON. Yes.

Mr, SMOOT. I think that if I had time to explain—

Mr. NELSON. Did you not have time two years ago?

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator will only wait a minute, T will
tell him what I was going to. If T had time to explain to the
Senator the bill that I have offered, I believe I could con-
vince him that, as far as the woolgrower is concerned, he has
just as much protection to-day as he had under the present law.
And I think the Senator from Montana will admit it.

Mr, DIXON. Yes,
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Mr. SMOOT. I think the Senator from Wpyoming [Mr.
WargeN] will admit it. I do not want to take the time of the
Senator from Montana at this time, but if I have a chance I
will explain to the Senate later on.

Mr. WARREN. If the Senator will allow me a moment there.
I wish the attention also of the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
NersoN]. The reason which might have existed for these luster
wools has passed away largely by invention of the combs; and,
on the other hand, there has arisen a greater demand for
mutton and mutton sheep, and the supply is short and growing
shorter: so that there is every reason to change that tariff
now, that did not exist, perhaps, at the time when the tariff
wis made.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. President, just a moment. I am
peculiarly interested in this subject, because I come from a
sheep-growing State myself, and the sheep growers in Oregon
generally—I mean those who have not the sources of informa-
tion at hand, as has the distinguished Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. WARREN]—all write to me about the 11 cents protection,
and insist that a reduction of that will seriously injure the
sheep-growing industry of my State.

Now, according to the admission made by the distinguished
Senator from Montana, as well as-by the Senator from Wyoming,
the sheep men in*the West have not been geiting that at all. As
a matter of fact, they have been getting only a little over 5
cents instead of 11,

Mr. WARREN. They have been gefting 7 and a fraction
at times. Of course it has varied, but I think the Senator
from Oregon will ascertain, upon inguiry, that the real wool-
growers of his State, as well as others, understand the situa-
tion—that under present laws it takes the 1l-cent maximum
to really produce 5 to T4 cents in the clear.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. The rate which the Senator from
Montana fixes is a little over 5 cents; so that I wanted it
to get in the Recorp that these people who have been believing
all the time that under the Payne-Aldrich bill, as well as under
the McKinley bill and under the Dingley bill, they have heen
getting 11 cents protection, are really getting only a little
over'5 cents.

Mr. WARREN. May I ask the Senator if the sheep growers
who are writing to him are asking to have the tariff reduced?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. They have been buncoed into the
belief that Schedule K ought not to be changed at all. XNow,
the Senators here who are in that industry seem to believe it
ought to be changed, and I am inclined to believe they are right.

Mr, DIXON. I want it changed, and put it in plain, ordi-
nary English, so that it can be understood. That is what I
urged the western Senators to do two years ago, and I think a
fatal mistake was made in not doing it then.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Crarx of Wyoming in the
chair). Does the Senator from Montana yield to the Senator
from Idaho?

Mr. DIXON. Yes.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mpr. President, I am in some doubt and
darkness as to just the position the Senator desires to be under-
stood as occupying. He has demonstrated that the present
duty, while nominally 11 cents, is really only 7 cents or there-
abouts. Is he in favor of making it really 11 cents? Does the
proposition suggested by the Senator make the duty 11 cents
and obviate or do away with the fiction?

Mr. DIXON. I want to eliminate this skirting-clause joker in
the present law, that has cheated the woolgrower out of at
least half of his supposed protection.

Mr. HEYBURN. It seems to me that is the most important
question.

Mr. DIXON, But until you fix a straight wool duty, and give
the wool man a little better protection than he has now, the
fiocks of this country will never increase to the point where we
will produce a sufficient supply of our own wool for our own
clothing. It could be done very easily. If we had the full 11
cents of protection written in law we would have 125,000,000
sheep in the TUnited States.

Mr. HEYBURN., My object in interrupting the Senator and
asking the question was to suggest that I wonld like very much
to participate in such action as would bring about that result.
It is the defect, we will admit, that has been discovered. I am
not inciined to take issue with the Senator from Montana in
that regard. But having discovered it, would it not be better
to proceed to find a remedy, to restore a duty which will meet
the real necessity of the business?

Mr. DIXON. I would be very happy to cooperate with the
Senator from Idaho in accomplishing that result.

Mr, WARREN. Will the Senator allow me there?

XLVII—203

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. DIXON. Yes,

Mr. WARREN. The Senator has made a statement, in which
I thoroughly agree with him, that if we could get what those
not interested in the business suppose the sheepman is get-
ting, there would be sheep enough in this country to raise all
the wool that we conld use and all the mutton that is required
in our country for foed.

Now, I want to ask the Senator whether he believes that
sheep would perish off the face of the earth if this present
tariff, faulty as it may be, should be cut down to only a frae-
tion, as is proposed by a certain bill, which is now before us?

Mr. NELSON. Wiil the Senator from Montana allow me to
ask the Senator from Wyoming a question?

Mr. DIXON. Just let me answer the question, and then I
will yield. I will say now to the Senators present, without
regard to politics and as man to man, that if the tariff on raw

wool that the sheepman is getting to-day is reduced in any ap- .

preciable degree, you will drive the last remnant of the Ameri-
can sheep from the face of the earth, except a few little iso-
lated bands of the coarse-wool, mutton sheep, raiged for mutton
for the local market., There is no question about that, Sena-
tors, and I say that to my Demoecratic friends who are going
to vote to-morrow for the Underwood House bill, carrying duties
that, in the light of past experience, will shut up, in my opin-
ion, practically every woolen mill in the United States and
will, I believe, put the finishing touches to the languishing
sheep industry of this country. I will be frank enough to say
that the Underwood bill, with its 20 per cent duties on raw
wool, does not hit the sheep herder as hard as it does the manu-
facturer.

Now, let me go on a little further with my argument, and then
I will be glad to answer any and all kinds of questions,

Mr. GORE. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield fo the Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr. DIXON. I do.

Mr. GORE. I should like to ask the Senator what he thinks
of this situation: The duty on wool in the United States is
11 or 12 cents a pound on first and second class, and in Canada
the duty is 2, 24, and 3 cents—2 cents as against England, 2}
cents the intermediate rate, and 3 cents is their general rate—
and those duties are only on that character of wool which
the Canadian produces, All other kinds of wool are on the
free list.

Mr. DIXON. Yes.

Mr. GORE. And sheep are worth more in Canada than in
the United States.

Mr. DIXON., Oh, no; f think the Senator is certainly mis-
taken; that is, if he refers to ordinary wool-producing sheep.
There may be flocks of high-grade sheep which are raised for
breeding purposes that may be worth more, but not the
ordinary sheep.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I examined the figures last night,
and they range from $4.50 to $7; and the average, I think,
is $6.50.

Mr. WARREN. Will the Senator permit me? I think the
Senator, if he will go further, will see that they have only
something over a million sheep, and they are very largely——

Mr. GORE. Over 2,000,000, I think.

Mr. WARREN. I looked at the figures not two hours ago,
and they were very largely thoroughbred sheep.

Mr. SMOOT. Thoroughbred sheep.

Mr. WARREN. They are raising thoroughbred and high-
grade rams to sell to the United States and other countries.
Furthermore, I want to say to the Senator that the woolen
manufaecturers of Canada are about where the woolen manu-
facturers of this country were after the passage of the Wilson
bill. They are “nit.”

Mr, DIXON. Of course the sheep Industry in Canada will
undoubtedly flourish to a greater extent under the action of the
reciprocity law that we have just passed than it has in the past.
It has not been a flourishing industry heretofore, because they
have no market for their wool. There was no home consump-
tion for Canadian wool, but under Canadian reciprocity the
Canadian sheepman will have free entrance for his sheep, with
the wool unshorn, to the American market. It will naturally
encourage sheep raising in western Canada.

Mr, SMOOT, The largest woolgrower in Australin—

Mr. DIXON. I read in the Senate the other day an article

m a Chieago paper which stated that the king of the Austra-
lian sheepmen, the forerunner of an army of Australian sheep
growers, had landed in Winnipeg, and had already purchased a
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ranch of 40,000 acres, Seeing opportunities for an increase in
the wool and sheep production of Canada under reciprocity
with the United States they are going to engage largely in the
sheep business in the western Canadian Provinces.

Mr, REED. Mr. President—— :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Alr. DIXON. I do. ‘

Mr. REED. I am going to ask a gquestion, but I want to
preface it.

Mr. DIXON. ILet me say to the Senator that if it is a
theoretical tarifi guestion, ¥ wish he would reserve it until I
finish my statement on this subject.

Mr. REED. It is on this matter.

Mr. DIXON. If it is on this particular question, I will
gladly yield.

Mr. REED. Canada in its soil, in its climate, and in its geo-
graphical sitnation is exactly where the United States is, ex-

.copt that Canada has more cold weather and the Canadian

sheep raisers have to feed longer. The soil is newer and their
transportation is not as good as that of the United States.
In Canada they have a tariff, as the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. Gorr] says, of 2 or 23 cents a pound.

Mr. DIXON, I think 3 cents is their general wool tariff.

Mr., REED. We are now told by the Senator that some
Australian sheep king is going to immigrate to Canada and
bring his flocks and his herds, leaving his favored land, the
land with which we can not compete, to come to Canada, and
is there going to engage in this business, because he can ship
from there into the United States. When he gets into the
United States hie will not be any better off with his wool than
the American producer. Will the Senator kindly enlighten us
as to how it is possible for the Canadiam or for the Australian
to come to Canada and get rich by shipping wool into the
United States, when the American sheep raiser, who is already
located here, can not hold his own market and can nct make a
living?

AMr. DIXON. Mr. President, the Australian sheep raiser has
been penalized heretofore in getting his wool product into the
American market to the extent of 5 or 6 cents per pound under
the manipulation of the skirting clause. It ean not be figured
definitely. TUnder reciprocity he can engage in the sheep busi-
ness in western Canada and ship his mutton, with the wool on
the sheep’s back, over into the American market free of all
duty, where he has heretofore been penalized. He will not get
rich any more quickly than the rest of the sheepmen in the
West. He will be practically on a par with them.

Mr. REED. Mr. President—

Mr. DIXON. I hope the Senator 1.}-111 let me finish my state-
ment.

AMr. REED. Mr. President, I should like to complete this
brief statement, by the courtesy of the Senator.

Mr. DIXON. Certainly.

Mr. REED. The Senator must admit that this Australian
sheep grower prefers the American market, and prefers to raise
his sheep upon Canadian soil, which is no better than ours,
and is not as good as ours, and he prefers our market under
these conditions to the present great advantages that the Sena-
tor says our local sheep raisers can not withstand. Does that
not demonstrate to an exact nicety that all this ery for pro-
tection is a fraud and h sham raised by the interested men
who come to the United States Senate to vote the people's
money into their own pockets?

Mr., DIXON. Ob, I think the Senator himself, under any
theory of a tariff, must vote for a tariff that will raise
£400,000,000 of revenue in order to run this Government,
whether he ealls it a tariff for protection or a tariff for revenue.
The incidental protection under your bill is the same as the
direct protection under our bill, so far as that incidental pro-
tection goes. :

Now, Mr. President, I must finish this statement. I have
really broken right into the middie of my speech to allow Sena-
tors to make these interruptions. I want to be courteous, but
I must conclude what I have to say. \

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, just one minute as to the number
of Canadian sheep.

Mr. DIXON. I think the Senator from Oklahoma is right.
As I remember it, the number is about 2,000,000.

Mr. GORE. Let me quote the fizures, please. .

Alr. DIXON. I will be glad to have the Senator from Okla-
homa give the correct number.

Mr. GORE. I hold in my hand the Canadian Yearbook for
1909, 'The number of sheep reported is 2,705,380,

Mr. WARREN. Are those shearing sheep, or sheep and
Jambs?

Mr, GORE. Sheep.

Mr. WARREN. Of course, that figure includes the lambs with
the shearing sheep?

Mr. GORE. I presume so.

Mr. WARREN. And the figures quoted here give the number
of sheep old enough to shear.

Mr. DIXON. Now, in connection with what I was first trying
to say, taking the lowest shrinking New Zealand eargo, that
shrinking only 24 per cent, and the actpal tariff duty on the
unskirted would have been 4.8 cents per pound instead of the
nominal duty of 11 cents.

That the nominal tariff duty of 11 cents per pound has at no
time added anywhere near that price per pound to the price of
American-grown wools, I submit the following table, which I
take from the Report to the House of Commong, 1903, as to
London prices; the Boston price for “territory” wool at the
Boston market during those same years from the Woolen Manu-
facturers’ Bulletin, Here is the result. I was surprised when
I went into this:

Under the Wilson bill our wool actually sold for less in
the Boston market than the same class of wool in the London
market., The market for wool was destroyed. It was brought
not only to the level of the London market, but included the
difference in transportation from the western ranges aeross the
continent and the ocean and commission charges to London.

The western woolgrower received the London price, less
freight and commission charges from the western ranges to the
London market.

Here is a comparative table of prices, showing the prices of
wool in London and Boston during the seven-year period from
1806 to 1902.

The Australian crossbred is a little superior in quality to
our western “Territory"” weel, while the Buenos Aires, or
I’lutlte, wools are a little inferior in gquality to “Territory”
wools,

London price.
. B] {
Years, ety
Austra- | po o - Ten;!-
lian cross Atros .
bred. -
Cents, Cents, Cents,
o1 e I D S e D R P 15 ] ‘11_33
17.2 ] 19
15.2 9.8 16
17 13.8 14.68
16,8 10.0 20
11.8 9.2 16
12.6 10.4 11

Mr. SMOOT. I would like to ask the Senator a question.
The prices named at Boston, I suppose, are the quotation of
Territorial wool?

Mr. DIXON. Territorial wool. 5

Mr. SMOOT, I judge the prices named are at the point of
shipment; not at Boston.

Mr. DIXON. I took it from the American Wool Manufac-
turers' Bulletin, and it professes to give the average Boston

price.

Mr, SMOOT. T think, if the Senator will look it up, he will
find that they are prices at the point of shipment.

Mr, DIXON, If is the Boston price. I think I am correct in
that,

I conld not get the specific quotations for Australian cross-
bred and Buenos Alres from 1902 down to the present year,
but in Statistics, Worsted and Woolen Trades, issued by the
Bradford (London) Chamber of Commerce, I quote:

London
price— }E‘u%tun—
ave ‘erri-
Years. for tory”
wools | (grease).
(grease)
Cenls.
16
i 18
18. 88 2
20.38 23.50
20. 66 23.65
i 18.08 22.85
AN T s a s i A reiia e Vel R oy Bt s T W e e i s A A a4 E 19.06 20

From these tables it is perfectly apparent to any sane man
that the tariff on raw wool during the past 15 years has added
to the cost price of a suit of men’s clothing not to exceed 25
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cents. The ery of “free wool and cheap clothes” is ridiculous
and absurd.

The much-abused sheep herder, in all due humility, enters a
plea of “not guilty ” to the indictment of “ high-priced clothing”

The patent, automatic “8kirting clause” has absolved him
from that charge. .

Mr. President, just a little divergence here, I think, will
prove interesting. These wool samples were sent me by Jere-
miah Williams, of Boston, and I have the actnal samples here.
This is 13-ounce serge cloth made from this class of wool
This first sample is made from fine Australian imported wool,
corresponding to the territorial wool. It is pure wool, 56 inches
wide, and sells on the market, so Mr, Jeremiah Williams wrote
me, at $1.44 per yard net. This is a piece of serge of the same
class made from American territorial wool. Here are the two
pieces. You can not distinguish them apart.

Here is a coarser grade of serge. It is made from guarter
bloods and half bloods "American wool, selling wholesale at
$1.20 and 95 cents per yard, serges that are worn and out of
which tailors make handsome suits of clothes,

Mr. President, it takes 1% pounds of scoured wool to make 1
yard of that fine serge weighing 13 ounces. It takes 23 pounds
of greasy wool to make that 1 yard of 13 ounces, $1.44 a yard
serge, the highest on the market. Three and one-half yards of
that will make a suit of clothes. Nine and a fourth pounds of
this wool in the grease, at 20 cents a pound, which is a high«
market price, would make the total cost of the raw wool in that
suit of the highest grade of serge $1.85. Three and one-half
yards of that serge, at $1.44 per yard, wholesale price, make the
total cost of the wool cloth that goes into the sunit $5.04, for
which suit the tailor charges you from §45 fo $55.

On the cheaper grades of 15-ounce serge made from one-
quarter blood, costing at wholesale $1.06 per yard, the total
cost of the woolen goods that make up the suit is $§3.72. This
tailor-made suit is made out of the very finest grade of serge,
and is almost exactly the suit of clothes I have on, for which
I paid George T. Keen, a local tailor, $55. The wholesale price
of that woolen cloth was $5.04. During the past five-year
period there has been an average of about 4 cents a pound dif-
ference between the London and Boston wool market on the
same grade of wool, unless I am fotally misled by these figures
that I have delved into with patience and perseverance, from
every source in the Congressional Library. There is a differ-
ence of about 4 cents a pound between Boston and London on
account of our tariff. The 94 pounds of this wool in the grease
make just 37 cents difference in tariff duties on account of the
American-grown wool in that suit of clothes, made of that
highest priced cloth on the desk.

THE MANUFACTURER.

But after the “ skirting clause” has largely dispossessed the
woolgrower of his protection let us see what is the result so
far as the manufacturer is concerned.

I again call your attention to the statement of Edward A.
Greene, the Philadelphia manufacturer, who was chairman of
the commission that arranged the wool samples for the custom-
house officials under the act of 1890:

The Dingley law is better for the manufacturers than any law they
ever had, but worse for the woolgrowers than any—except the Wilson
law—slnce 1867. (Bee Woolgrowers Bulletin, Nov., 1897, p. 23.)

The Boston Commercial Bulletin, when the woolen schedule
of the Dingley tariff bill was pending, boasted of New England's
ascendency in the Senate. Its issue of May 22, 1897, said:

The Finance Committee of the Senate is Benator Aldrich. The other
members are either too Infirm for work or absolutely under the domi-
nation of the strong-willed man from Rhode Island. -

The old Dingley wool schedule was taken over into the pres-
ent Payne Tariff Act without change, so far as the duty on raw
wool is concerned.

Under its provisions the manufacturer has a “compensatory
duty ” given to him for having theoretically paid 11 cents per
pound tariff duty on his raw wool in the grease and is allowed
the full theoretical 33 cents that he is supposed to have paid
in tariff duty on every pound of weight in yarns and blankets
on the cheaper grades, and 44 cents per pound on the better
grades, and in addition to this “compensatory duty” on the |
“raw material ” he is also given his ad valorem * protective”
duty of from 50 to 60 per cent.

Let us take the case of the actual shrinkages on the 60
samples of “skirted” wools that Mr. Hagenbarth had scoured
in Boston from a 300-pound lot of “skirted wool ” actunally im-
ported, on which the manufacturing importer paid $33 tariff
duties. From this 300 pounds of skirted wool he secured 190
pounds of scoured wool in place of the 100 pounds of scoured
wool contemplated in the schedule. This 190 pounds of scoured
wool represented for a * compensatory duty” 570 pounds of

wool in the grease. When the manufacturer spins this into

yarn, that same yarn immediately takes a “ compensatory duty "
of $62.70 on the cheaper grades and $83.60 on the higher grades
of manufactured cloth—the importer having only actually paid
$33—and the 50 per cent protective duty in addition.

In other words, under the working of this joker of the skirting
clause the manufacturer would get the compensatory duty of
$62.70 on the lower and cheaper grades of cloth and $82.60 on
the finer grades. The ad valorem comes after that.

THE WOOLGROWER.

When you talk about the “ inequalities of Schedule K,” let no
man be so unkind or unjust as to charge up anything to the
poor sheepman, living his lonely life, with wife and children,
away out in the sagebrush and bad lands, with his faithful dog
patiently guarding his band of sheep from the ravages of
coyotes, the poisonous loco weed, and rattlesnakes in summer
and the freezing storms and blizzards that sweep across his
range in winter—half his life isolated from the society of his
fellow man and the comforts of civilization, that through his
humble toil the American people may be warmly clothed.

The skirting clause in Schedule K has for the past 15
years taken from his lean pockets most of the benefits of his
* protection ” and by a legerdemain unknown and foreign to his
honest nature has transferred the long end of his * protection”
to the eastern manufacturer. g

The western woolgrower is somewhat discouraged. Between
the bounties showered upon him by the operation of the skirting
clauge and the activities of his friends, the “wool buyers,"”
representing the commission houses of the East, who expend a
good portion of their energy in sending out professedly friendly
tips in the way of “ wool circulars "—instructing him in all the
various and mysterious rumors that tend to make a low market
around shearing time—he hardly knows the truth about the wool
tariff.

I hold in my hand a wool circular sent out on July 15, 1911,
by Justice, Bateman & Co., wool commission merchants, Phila-
delphia. It was sent broadeast to the woolmen of Montana.

The whole trend of the so-called information in this circular
is to cause the woolman out West to believe that “ there is
danger of the Underwood bhill passing -the Senate.” It also
contains an open letter addressed * To the President.” I quote:

I must therefore appeal to you, Mr. President, to apply your veto to
this destructive bill, if it reaches you.

A prominent wool man in my State, who has not yet sold his
wool elip, was greatly alarmed over the impending danger so
graphically set forth in Mr. Justice's lefter to the President.
He sends it to me with the added postscript:

If the Underwood bill is passed the sheepmen of Montana are broke.

Of course they would be in the event of the happening of such
an impossible contingency.

Justice, Bateman & Co. on July 15 knew just as well as every
other man in this Chamber knows that there was no possible
danger of the Underwood bill passing this body and becoming a
law.

I further quote from this circular that naturally tended to
cause a stampede among the woolgrowers of the West to sell
their wool clip at a ruinous price to the wool commission
men’s agents who were on the ground ready to take advantage
of the fears of the woolgrowers. I read from the circular:

The voting of the Republican Insurgents (so ealled) at the extra ses-
gion, however, has upset all confidence in any legislative body, and trade
calenlations have been deranged by the action of these progressives,

I further quote:

As these insurgent Congressmen nearly all come from woolgrowing
sections, the trade has been rather bewlldered, and have lost confidence
in price stability, and are pushing the sales of their wools at very little
above its London or free-trade wvalue.

I presume he referred to the action of 19 Republican Sena-
tors from the West in voting against free trade in farm products
under . the name of Canadian reciproeity, while still retaining
tariff duties for eastern manufactorers.

I am informed by the wool men of Montana that these east-
ern wool commission houses, by spreading mysterious rumors
of the probable passage of the Underwood bill, and “ pulling
their buyers off the market,” did within a week’s time force
down the price offered by them to the woolgrowers from 18 to
134 cents per pound. .

I think it is probably true that these western Republican Con-
gressmen have the interests of the.western woolgrowers about
as close to their hearts as these commission men from Phila-
delphia and Boston. We at least hope so, anyway.

In my mail yesterday morning I had a signed letter from Mr.
Theodore Justice, inclosing a marked copy of the Daily Trades
Record of July 24, containing an article by * Bronx,” who, I
apprehend, is undoubtedly Mr. Justice himself, as it contains
many of the identical tables and language set forth in the
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Justice, Bateman & Co. “ wool circular.” In a paper slip at-
tached, marked in big printed letters, appeared “Read from
here down.” I notice a severe attack and arraignment of Sen-
ator LA ForLerre's wool bill. I notice, however, that La
Forrerte's bill does give the woolgrower 40 per cent protection
on his wool, with the skirting-clause joker eliminated, which is
fully as much real protection as the sheepman is now getting
with the skirting-clause joker in the present law. I think myself
that Senator La . ForrerTe has made the duty too low on the
coarse carpet wools of class 3 in the present law.

Yet Judge William Lawrence, the great exponent and defender
of the wool tariff as applied to the woolgrower, in his historic
address as president of the Ohio Woolgrowers' Association in
1808, in discussing the iniquities of the present skirting clause
and the inadequate protection to class 3—coarse carpet wools—
of the present law, said:

And yet the wool circular (Justice, Bateman & Co., Feb. 1, 1898)
erroncously and absurdly of third-class wools, such as we do
not largely produce and such as compete with our own production.

Judge Lawrence added: -

u?he fact 18, these wools injure American woolgrowers more than any
other.

In this marked copy of the Daily Trade Record, which Mr.
Justice sends me with the special admonition to “read from
here down,” I have carefully followed his directions. It is very
interesting to me. After condemning Senator LA FoLLETTE'S
bill giving 40 per cent ad valorem to the woolgrowers, with the
skirting clause eliminated, the article goes on to approve in
glowing terms Senator Saoor’s wool bill, which gives the wool-
man 9 cents per pound protection, with the skirting clause
eliminated. LA Forrerre's bill gives the manufacturer about 50
per cent protection; Senator Saocor’s bill gives them about GO0
per cent,

The article in question, so highly approved by Mr. Justice,
goes on further to say:

The wool trade generally are hoping that :unmath:l:ﬁl like the Smoot
bill, with the skirting clause restored, will be passed passed quickly.

In his active campaign among western woolmen regarding
tariff duties on wool, I want now to inquire, Whose interests
does he represent? The manufacturer or the woolgrower?

I think I am safe in saying that the infamous skirting clause
will never be reenacted in another tariff wool bill. Certainly
not with the aid of western Republican Congressmen and
Senators. .

There is one provision in the Underwood bill, the La Follette
bill, and the Smoot bill that I hope will be eradicated in each of
them, and, for that matter, in every other wool-tariff bill that
will ever be presented to this body, and that is with reference to
the tariff on wool rags and shoddy.

RAGS AND BHODDY,

I appeal to Democratic Senators to listen to what I now
state. We want a prohibitive tariff on wgol rags and shoddy.
Certainly no Senator by his vote wants to either encourage or
permit the importation of either rags or shoddy, with their
cholera-laden germs, from the refuse heaps and filth of Euro-
pean and Asiatic tities, where they have been picked by the
vigilance of the foreign ragpicker. I fully agree with the
statement in the last circular issued by Justice, Bateman & Co.
regarding the duty on rags.

It is stated that these foreign rags and shoddy always con-
tain more or less germs. Only a few of the mills subject
rags to germ-destroying processes, The majority of the mills
gimply grind them up and remanufacture them into cheap
shoddy clothing,

I am glad to say that the present tariff does place a duty of
10 cents per pound on rags, which is in effect prohibitive.

TRESENT COXNDITIONS AFFECTING WOOLGROWERS.

Mr. President, if the duties on raw wool were equitable at
the time the law was passed in 1807 and as reenacted in the
law of 1909, then by all the rules of reason they should not be
diminished now,

The woolgrower of to-day faces an entirely different problem
than he did in 1897, .

The cost of production is far greater now than then.

The free range of that day is gone now. To-day the wool-
grower is from necessity obliged to put at least twice the
amount of money into his plant and equipment that he did 15

ears ago.

g He must now own the majority of his range lands, where then
he had their free use. He must now pay a grazing tax for the
pasture within the forest reserves, which were free then. He
must to-day pay to the sheep herder a wage of $50 per month,
where he paid $30 15 years ago.

THE TARIFF COMMISSION.

Mr. President, the cold business logic of the present situa-
tion demands that no wool tariff revision bill be passed at this
extra session of Congress,

Two years ago, as one of the provisions of the Payne-Aldrich
Tariff Act, we provided for a Tariff Commission, with powers
to investigate and report to us the conditions surrounding pro-
duction at home and abrond. We then gave our alleglance to
the principle as enunciated in the last Republican platform—
that tariffs should measure the difference in cost of production
at home as compared to the cost of production in foreign coun-
tries. On that platform and by that principle I stand. No
matter what may be the pressure in some quarters for tariff
revision, I believe the people of this country have, irrespective
of their party politics, prepared to accept in the future only
those tariffs that are made upon that fundamental prineciple,

TOE UNDEEWOOD BILL.

The House Underwood wool tariff bill has been hastily pre-
pared, without even a hearing by the House or Senate com-
mittees. Nobody knows or dare prophesy its effect on the wool
industry in the United States. But we all do know that it has
been written not from any accurate information as to condi-
tions affecting either the growing of wool or the manufacture
of woolen goods.

It would be hardly less than a erime for this Senate to enaect
that bill into law when we know that it has been presented
purely as a political measure, intended solely for use in the
next presidential campaign.

I am broad enough to know that the woolen manufacturer
must also have sufficient protection to offset the cost of labor
here and in Europe. We all admit that labor here is paid
twice, and, in most cases, three times what it is paid in Eng-
land, France, and Germany.

We know that it costs the woolgrower, paying the wages that
he does here, more to produce wool on the ranges of Montana
than it does in the Argentine or Australia.

It is known by all men that the Tariff Board has about com-
pleted its wide investigation regarding the cost of growing and
manufacturing wool here and abroad.

It will be ready to submit to us its findings of fact next
December.

We would belie every promise that we have made, prove false
to our professed political platform, and act not as wise and
conservative men and legislators if we do not await the report
of the Tariff Board three months hence.

For that reason I shall vote not only against the pending
Honse Underwood bill, but also against any and all bills pro-
posing to amend the wool tariff at the present extra session.

Mr., President, you ask me what is my solution of the in-
equalities of Schedule K. I will tell you. Do away with the
infamous skirting clause. Write the tariff duties in plain,
every-day English that the sheepman in the West can under-
stand the same as the manufacturer can understand it

Give us 8 cents per pound duty on wools of the first and
second class and 4 cents per pound on carpet wools, as Me-
Kinley wanted in 1890. Do away with the false and unwar-
ranted “ compensatory duty” above that which the manufac-
turer actnally pays on imported wool.

Either do that or give us a duty of 25 cents per pound on
the scoured product. There would be no subterfuge then. The
woolman would know exactly the measure of his protection.
Many of our woolgrowers, who have given the matter intelligent
consideration, have arrived at the conclusion that the scoured
basis is the gound basis,

I know that Mr. Hagenbarth, of Idaho; Dr. 8. W. McClure,
who is the secretary of the National Woolgrowers’' Association;
and A. K, Prescott, president of the Montana woolgrowers, and
many others are in favor of the scoured basis

Give the woolgrowers a tariff of that kind and I guarantee
that within 10 years' time we will produce every pound of wool
to supply the needs of the American people for clothing, We
will restore a languishing induktry to its old-time standard.
We will retain here at home the $100,000,000 that we are send-
ing every year to foreign countries for the purchase of wool
and woolens.

Doing this we will wrong no man. We will encourage trade
and industry under the American flag and bring peace and
plenty to our own people.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I do not desire to enter upon
a discussion of this guestion at any considerable length; but a
few days since, when I was presenting some views upon it, I
yielded, expecting at a much earlier day to complete the re-
marks that I was then engaged in making, so now I shall be
brief.
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Mr. President, the argument which has been made by the
Senator from Montana [Mr. DixoN] requires his final state-
ment as to the action that he should take to justify it. I do
not belieyve that the woolgrowers of this country shounld be
compelled to do business under & protective duty of less than

11 cents a pound. If the 11 cents a pound written in the stat-.

utes is & fiction, then I would, instead of writing down the 11
cents, write out the fiction.

Mr. DIXON. That has been the whole trend of my argu-
ment this afternoon.

Mr. HEYBURN. The woolgrowing and sheep-raising busl-
ness, for some reason, is not in that prosperous condition at
this time that is was expected it would be. I have here from
current papers this statement:

Iduh&é{rowerﬁ are in hard plight—Eastern market quotations on
sheep ared ruinously low—=Shipments likely to show marked falling
off unless change 5 made—

This is not an article written by somebody for the purpose
of affecting votes in the United States Senate, but this is
the current statement of the condition of the market in the
midst of a very large sheep and cattle producing country. I
will not read it at length, but I will simply read a pertion of it.

Although up to date an Idaho firm, Le Moyne Bres., of Hagerman—

That is, as I have said, in the midst of a sheep-producing
country—
have received the to_ap ‘frice on the Chi market for Februoary
lambs, which was $7.80 per hundredwelght, the conditions in the
eastern mutton markets in eral are not at all encouraging to the
sheepmen of this State. e consensus of opinion is that present
prices on sheep are ruinously low, and a radical change to higher
prices must soon set in or Idaho growers will lose heavily this year,
as they did the two previous years, according to local authorities,

An examination of the testimony of Mr. Hagenbarth and of
that of other sheepgrowers in Idaho will confirm that state-
ment as to existing conditions in regard to the raising of
sheep. Mr. A. J, Knollin, a citizen of Idaho, who is one of
the large sheep raisers, appeared before the Senate Finance
Committee and gave it the benefit of his actual experience on
one of the largest sheep ranches in Idaho. He has gone with
great exaciness and detail into the cost of producing sheep.
He has taken a year's business as a basis and given us every
item and figure, which discloses the fact that sheepmen in
Idaho are not making any money. They are simply continuing
in the business in the hope that agitation will cease pretty
soon and that the business mind will settle down long enough
for stability in prices to be reestablished. Mr. Hagenbarth,
the largest sheep raiser in Idaho and a very large cattle raiser,
testified before the committee to the same effect. He gave
the figures, he gave the cost of every item, and he gave the
product of every sale by item. I am going to ask to insert in
the Recorp as a part of my remarks these statements which
were made before the Senate Committee on Finance, or other-
yise I should read them, and I do not care to take the time of
the Senate to read them.

I desire first to incorporate Mr. Knollin’s tables and state-
ments in this regard in the Recorp as I have prepared them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there be no objection, per-
mission is granted.

The matter referred to is as follows:

1 can not better confirm the fallacy of such statements than by sub-
ﬁi&‘m ml;.h’wr consideration figures on the operation of a ranch in
o for the past decade
The statement offered by Mr. Enollin follows: =
Résumé of operatin ense of Knollin & AMyrup Ranch, situated in
Biaine w:ﬁ&cﬂg}tm Howe post office, for a period of 10 years,
1899 to 1999, lusive.

Monthly | Yearly
average. | average, | l0yeams.

il

Common, employed on TANCH .« ee e eensns - $224.35 | $2,092.20 | $25,022.98

8.70 10420 | 1,042.68
21.60 216,

0.90 | 11874 1,874

20.40 24460 |  2,446.08

Bkilled—

01000 EXPADA. < = vosvsnsnnrossasbanses B.70 104.37 1,043.73
DOTVERIN - o e e s easuvmarkmshirays 1.2% 15.15 151.50
i E I | AN L RS SR S 1.8 16,28 162.87
1121 135.50 1,358.10
a0 SR SRR S S 256.06 | 8,072.71 | 80,727.16

axpense;
Mvowislong: - oos0. Sl o ot 19.02 228.30 2,283.00
Household furnishings. .....ccccceeeens -l 5.70 68.43 054. 34

u| mem| 274

Résumd of operating mme of Knollin & Myrup Ranch, situated in
Blaine County, I , near Howe post office, ete.—Continuned.

Monthly | Yearly
average. | aversge, | L0 YOArS.

Equipmm: t, harness and machinery. $25. 40 $304.88 | §3,048.50
and machinely..ceee= ;]
Improvement, fence, 810, .....cceevneeennes 278 33.37 333.74

23.18 338,25 | . 8,382.63
Feed, nsed on ranch (fed to work horses, milch

oowe, and wows) . it T OL71| 1,100.58 | 11,005.87
Seed, used in seeding for e 30.46 385. 50 3,0655. 00
Interest: 6 per cent on land t, 8 per .

cent oh investment.....,.. AT 127.67 1,552. 15,520, 38
(e, e R S e e R L 13.09 157.09 1,570.91
Railroad expense:

Freight, .. ’ 164 10.70 197.06
Railroad fare e g 177 21. 30 213. 08
3.41 41.00 410.14

Expense of foreman-and employeessway from

ranch on business: ¥ .

5.21 62.55 625.57

3.8 45. 67 450. 71

e 1 9.28 92.80

9.78 117.50 1,175.08

s e e R s Ak .88 3.78 87.82
| e B A e R e L S, .43 5.15 51.55
Total expense for 10 years. ........... A e e e 70,603.97
Average P o e L e e e el e 7,050. 30
Average mon el MRS e N D] AR T SRS 587.53

Bummary, expenses, and income for 10 years, Knollin & Myrup Ranch.

EXPENSES,
Per itemized statement above. $70, 503, 97
INCOATE.
Crogs sold $59, 308. 78
Profit on live stock 7,385, 85
Appreciation on real estate. 2, 915. 00
—_— 69,0559.18
Loss for 10 years 944, 84
Average loss per year - 94, 48
CROPS SOLD,
t, 195,142 poun avers, hundred-
W’:::lxbt. 09" ™ 51 2,181.38
Oats, 1,040,450 pounds, average hundredweight,
1.0 11,131. 69

§1.
Barley, 190,480 pounds, average hundred-
el 11 2,111.84

W $1
Hay, 8, tkl tons, average, $4.30_ . ________ 387, 836. 97
Beets, 1§3 tons, average, $4.40_________ B685. 38

Peas, 2,740 po 41, 00
Pea hay, 1 stack 200. 00
Alfalfa seed, 13,200 pounds, at 15 cents -

average 2, 046. 85
Broom corn, 1,250 pounds, 10 cents average__ 125. 00
Potatoes — 320. 69
Pasture 1, 101. B0
Onclassiied 1,815 18

- 59, 308.78
Profit and loss.
Loss. Profit,

Mr. KxorLvmy, I am submitting for your information Tepre-
senting the operation for a ranch In the Btate of Idaho that, in its
richness of soil and its general lay for economical Irrigation and
handling, is far above the average Idaho ranch. The fizures and the
statement can be verified by Dbills and vouchers; they are absolutel
correct. You will note the monthly average, the yearly average, an
the total expense for 10 years. For my illustration, we will use the
latter figures. Yom will note that the largest item Is labor, $30,727.16,
and the next t item is interest on the investment, $15,520.58.
The next largest Item is for feed used on the ranch for ranch horses,
for milk ecows, and h and, I will add, for the feeding of beef for
home consumption. This feed so used was raised on the ranch, cred-
ited to clg.'!l& account, and char back to expense. The expense for
geeds, $3,655, is in part handled the same way.

The ranch produces the ter part of the seed that has been
nsed. We have the item of incidentnl expense, when our foreman
and employees are away from the ranch ntbmdl%g to business con-
nected the ranch, amounting to $1,175.08. you will note,
only figures $9.76 per month, being good evidence t the expense
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incurred did not include grand opera or long pleasure trips made and
charged up to the expense of running the ranch. The taxes amount
to $1,670.91; land leases, $37.82; and salt, $51.55. Then we have
household Fxgenses amounting to $2,967.43, and equipment amount-
ing to $3,382.63, the total expense of the two being $6,350.06. In
e:f)lannﬂon of the light household expenses I will say that practi-
cally all of the meat and vegetables used on the ranch have been
rajsed ; and of the llght maintenance expense, that the fences and
bulldings have been made mostly of poles and logs, so that the large
part of the expense of buildicgs hans been in the labor. The total of
these two, however, as given—&6,350.06—represents the actual outlay
of money, and it is the commodifies making up this amount that I
presume we m.ifght hope to buy at a less cost, in accordance with the
theory of people who want lower cost of living. For the purpose of
fllustration, we will suppose that a saving of 25 per cent codld be
made on tﬁts £6.350.08, which will amount to $1,587.51. You will
note the erops we sold amounted to $59.308.78, and there was a profit
gjgglaﬁnléive stock amounting to $7,3850.35, making a total income of

It would require but 2.2 per éent reduction of the income to offset
$1,087.51 that we assume we might save. I will ask you if the farmer
and the ranchman may expect a_difference of 22.8 per cent in the
value of the products he sells and the necessities he buys, under the
proposed Canadian reciprocity treaty? 1Is it not more logical to con-
clude that if by this treaty a saving of 25 per cent could be made on

urchases, that a loss of 25 per cent would be sustained on sales? 1
ail to see how one could look at the proposition in any other light.
This being true, we find from the figures we are deal n} with that
there would be a loss sustained on crops sold of $16,661.03, as against
the saving of $1,587.51, or a net loss of $15,073.52. How shall we
offeet this losa? You will note for the 10 P‘earﬂ this ranch has sus-
tained a total loss of $044.85, although during the time the property
has appreciated in value $2,915. We have no surplus account from
which to take this loss, and if we study the figures earefully it will be
secn that the only opportunity for offsetiing the depreciation in crops
would be to decrease the labor and the Interest accounts. It has Leen
my experience that when prices are good and times are prosperous that
the interest charges gg own, but that when times are hard we are
obli to pay a higher rate of interest for money to operate our
rancheg on, provided we can get it at all.

Senator GALLINGER. A moment ago you said $1,500 loss. Do you
mean to say $15,0007

Mr. KxorLrix. $1,500 net loss. The statement will show just how
that was arrived at. Now, we have our labor accounts, and you will
gee at a glance that to make np the 25 per cent depreclation in the
value of the crops a reduction of 50 per cent would have to be made in
labor. The laboring men, which Includes the farmer, are the con-
sumers of the country. When Yyou cheapen the cost of living youn
lower wages.
mno?s ﬂ!?“ answer your question with refercnee to the carpenter and

8 plane

Senator McCumper. Yes.

Mr. Exoruiy. Thank you. Where is it the farmer and his famlly
and the laborers on the farm and ranches spend thelr money? It is in
the towns and eities, If you please. It is there they go to buy their
clothes, their shoes, their hats, and for their amusements. Thercfore,
1 am constralned to say out of the fullness of my experience that the
leaders in the movement for the cheaper cost of living—honest, un-
doubtedly, in their %Jinlnns—am laboring under an error of mind, In
, the free-wool period, durmg Mr. Cleveland’s administration, I was

glaughtering sheep and lambs in Eansas Clt{. I bought sheep and
lambs at times at a little over the transportation and gelling charges.

I sent this matton out for sale with Instructions to the drivers
that they need not replace in coolers mutton that they could not
gell, but throw it to the hogs. And durinti one fall I slanghtered over
7,000 sheep, the carcasses of which were either fed to the hogs or tanked
for grease. This mutton was sold from one-half to § cents per pound.
The retailers and restaurants that bought it of me conld not meet their
bills, because, they gaid, they could not collect from the people who
consumed the meat, and therefore I quit business with accounts out-
s%a.{nll!ng of between $£5,000 and §6,000, which ultimately was a com-
plete loss.

These are facts, and I will leave It to the thinking people of this
country as to whether or not a period of cheap living o beneficent
condition. The Master sald: “ How can one enter into a strong man's
house and spoil his goods except he first bind the strong man?”

Are not the words of the one perfect man, who knew no error of mind,
of worth to us in the present day? Are they not as true and applica-
ble now as 2,000 years ago?

I wish you would bear that statement in mind, shounld you refer to
the products as shown Iin the statement. Last year we raised on that
ranch 1,800 tons of hay, and, if I remember right, something llke
500,000 ,Pou_nds of grain.

It is 7 miles on the south to a neighbor and 11 miles on the north.
The country intervening between these ranches bas a productive soil,
and would be just as productive as this particular ground were it
cultivated, but it reqlillires water, and what is necessary to get the water
is capltal with which to build reserveirs to store the water as it comes
down from the mountains at flood time. That country could be made
to produce a thou=andfold over what it is producing to-day.

enator HEypuaN, You produce your grain by -farming, do you

not?

Mr. Kxoruiy. Partly; mostly by irrigation at that point.

Senator HeyeurN. They had a’ pretty good crop of dry-farm wheat
there this last year, did they not?
hnm-. KgOLmN. Dry-farms are coming in there pretty fast, and they

ve good crops.

1 fﬁ?ly rm&e that the consumer’s interest must be considered, and
1 make this statement without fear but that I can prove it, that in-
stead of there being an Immediate need of our see ﬁamd aiding in
the development of new countries and new lands, we will not only feed
our own people, but for centuriea to come we will be able to materially
assist in furnishing food for millions in less favored countries.

That is a little different from the sbn;xd that was taken by Mr.
Hegenbarth in quo%mr. Hill, of the Northern Pacific, but I have
been out all my life ronﬁh this great western country, and we are
only scrate over it. ere last Sunday I spent the time in the
country about Washington, and I was surprised to find a coun
years old looking so near in its original state. Upon nmk!ng inquiry, 1
was told that if I would go down into the timber I would find corn
furrows there; that that country had once been cultivated and was
productive. Now, it follows that when this count became a little
worn the farmer moved to the new country In the West, a virgin soll,
more easily worked than the New England hills, The ploneers there

built homes and established themselves, and it would be a crying shame
If they were driven out of those homes, driven fo lose the fruits of
their falmr by eompetition from lands north of us that can be
much cheaper and where opportunities for getting hold of those lands
are greater,

In my own case, as I will show yom, the sheep that we grow in
Idaho tﬂat I will show you the plctures of are bred up from English
stack, the best rams that we could buy, first in Canada and then in
England. 1 have spent a great denl of money—spent all of the money
that has come out of the sheep—to improve them. It was my ambition
to breed flocks of pure-breed sheep up to the number of 10,000, but now
1 find myself without room for 3,200 on the national forest, and except-
ing that we have the mountain feed we can not grow this class of
sheep. We have in Idahe, in another way, however, similar conditions
that exlist in England—green feed the summer through. In Jul{ and
August, if you go up into these mountains, vou wlill see the lambs
slaying on long drifts of snow. Below those drifts there will be flowers
I;Iouming‘ They have that succulent feed that produces an abundance of
milk from the ewes, and the lambs grow fat.

Now, gentlemen, those conditions are impossible in the East, but the
conditions that exist in England, where they sow turnips and have
green feed in the summer, owing to their moister climate, those condi-
tions can be worked out in our farming district, so that the sheep
industry of the farms can be developed immensely in this country.

The CHAIRMAN. WIill you please suspend your remarks for a few
minutes, as Senator NELSON Is present and has to attend a committee
meeting and desires to address the committee for a few moments? If
you will suspend now until Senator NELsoN finishes, you may resume
after he has concluded.

After remarks submitted by Senator KXUTE NELSON—

MR, KNOLLIN RESUMED,

Mr. Evonni¥. Mr, Chairman, I was submitting a statement of the
conditions as affecting the handling of sheep in which I am interested
in Idaho. 1 was stating that it has been my ambition to build this
flack of pure-bred sheep up to 10,600 breeding ewes. Senator NELSON,
of Minnesota, has just covered very clearly what I have in mind.
The opening of the markets of the United States to Canadlan products
and with their desire to develop their country, I am confident that 1
can handle these sheep to much hetter advantage and handie them
cheaper and find a larger market for them by moving those flocks to
Canada, dnmtilxi think ttu do so would be a real loss to the State of
Idaho and to s country.

We nave recently passed throngh a ;I)eriod of hgh-}arlced meats—
this is especially true of hog products. It is not difficult to locate the
reason for this. We had previously passed through a period of low
prices. Iog raising was not only unprofitable, but was for some time
conducted at a serious loss. This has been true frequently regarding
the production of cattle and sheep. Extreme low prices lead to cur-
tallment of breeding operations; extreme high prices stimulate pro-
duction, and prices are extremely hlih or low, as the case may be.
Neither of these conditions is Ideal. regnlar supply adequate to the
demand, at prices reasonably remunerative to the Producer and not
burdensome to the consumer, are the desirable conditions. There are
many things that enter into the cost of production, such as loeation
a8 to distance from transportation, distance to market and cost of
transportation, dronghts and other adverse weather conditions. This
{s especially true regarding the cost of produclng mutton. A hard
winter means either enlarged expense for feed or loss of sheep, always
a lighter ant often a poorer ?unlity of wool. A backward spring causes
loss in lambs. I find in raising sheep in New Mexico, over a perlod of
12 venrs, my losses have averaged 5.6 per cent, with a maximum loss
of !{5 per cont and a minimum loss of 1.65 per cent: lambs raized has
averaged 74.2 per cent, with a maximum of 93.T76 per cent and a
minimum of 50. ger cent. The wool clipped has averaged ?.3-5»01111::15—-
a maximum of 8.6 per cent and a minimum of 6.5 per cent. The wool
has averaged to bring 13.7 cents per pound, with a maximum of 20
cents and & minimum of 8.7 cents, am interested with others in
sheep in Idaho—three outfits, About the same varintion prevalls there,
You will readily see that all of these conditions affect the cost of pro-
ducing mutton. A light loss, a good lambing, a good clip of wool,
and a good price for it—muiton will be materially cheaper. Bad condi-
tions, and it will eost higher,

1 hiave brought out these facts to show that It is an absolute impos-
gibility to produce mutton on a basis of a uniform close margin of
profit. Averages are of little value, except when covering a period
f years.

" ur country, however, is go vast and Its products so varled that we
usually produce a sufficient quantity of meats, grains, vegetables, and
fruits to supply our people bounti llf at a reasonable average cost.
We have, however, in this country a disturbing element, which, for the
want of a better term, I will name tariff agitation,

Sheep growing Is the most sensitive of all industries to the influence
of the tariff for good or IIL nlek to anticipate disaster when threat-
ened with competition from other countries, slow to recover conildence
when again recognized as an important industry, and requiring encour-
agemont for its continuance and development.

TUnder adverse cirenmstances, products of the factory can be quickly
curtailed or cheapened to meet existing conditions, but sheep must be
cared for just the same, even when the products are below cost and
the inveastment loses & hig %ercentnge of its value. In 1885 there were
in the United States 50,360,000 sheep, with a value of $2.14 each, a
total valoe of $107,961,000. Affected by agitation for cheaper wool,
followed by the Mills bill of 1884 and continued agitation, culminating
in the Wilson bill of 18063 and the free-wool i)erlo , our flocks were re-
duced in 1897 to 86,819,000—a loss of 18,641,000 sheep, with a valua-
tion of $1.82 per head, amonnting to $67,021,000: a loss In sheep of
28 per cent; in value, 28 per cen is was a disastrous period for
fockmasters, and had it continued for a decade sheep would have been
wi off the map of the United States.

Eﬂl. Chairman, during that period there was such anxlety on the part
of the sheep owners to rid of their sheep that they actually shipped
them to market without expecting to receive any returns for the sEeep
whatever. The railroads would not accept the gheep for shipment nnless
the freights were prepald. I remember one Instance on the Kansas
City market. Mr. Eugene Rust, then suPerlntenﬂant of the yard at
Eansas Cl came to me with reference to a shipment that had lLeen
in the yard for several days, and said, “ What can we do with them?"
No commisslon man would receive them, because they could not afford
to assume the responsibility of the cha I did not feel that I could
handle them. The fact of their being cheap was no indocement to mae
to buy them. Finally, after ﬂsurln'g the g over, 1 sald, “If yon
will arrange with the Santa Fe Rallway to take off $12.50 freight and
you will knock off the yardage of 5 cents a head, I will pay the bal.
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ance of the freight and the feed charges and take the sheep,” and I
got them, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen.

Senator HuypurN, It Is also true that the railroads would not acce
wool in the sacks, delivered on the station platforms, unless
:ﬂiLth was guaranteed or prepaid.

r. KNOLLIN. That is true; and on shipments of horses, also.

Just at that time the sheepmen of Texas had leased lands, bought
lands, and built fences to protect their ind —tied up the most of
their capital, bormwtng money on thelr & . en these hard times
came, low prices for sheep, they went down like a lot of ninepins.
There was not in that whole couniry a solyent sheepman in three
months after the passage of that Wilson Dbill

The sheep industry, sick near unto death, was revived immediately

n the election of our homored MecKinley, our test champlon of

sheep Industry, and when the Dinﬂ? tariff bill was enacted into
law, in 5397. our flock masters, who not entirely given up hope,
struggling under burdens of debt, took up n with renewed energy
the business they understood and loved. ew capital and new men
were attracted to the business, anticipating an advance in values.

Mr, Chairman, if during the past 14 years you have heard it said
that the profits of sheep husbandry were unduly , It was because
g the&:agitlm;{e enhancement of values and through speculation dur-

such perd

% cited you to the ruinous loss in numbers and depreciation in valae
of our flocks during a period of admseuc%mlntinn. Conslder now, if

u please, the effect of following the nley and Blaine protective

eas with reference to reclprocal trade agreements. Having in 1897
but 86,818,000 sheep, with a valuation of $1.82 r head, a total
value of $87,000,000, we had, in 1910, 57,216,000, with a unit value of
$4.08 and a total value of 5233.604.600, an Increase In number of 50

r cent and in value of 248 per cent. In addition to the 20,398,000
ﬁeve sheerpgamed, there were 5,000,000 increase in the number of sﬁeep
slaughtered. Gentlemen, these are facts that I trust you will care-
fully consider before you give your prestige to any bill that opens up
a way for displanting our mutton and lambs. Continued protection to
this Enportnnt industry means a further rapid increase in our flocks,
and it will be but a short time until we produce in the United States
all the wool needed and largely augment our meat supply. The man
who has his capital invested, much of it borrowed, kn the close
margin upon which he is working, looks upon the movement for a low-
ering of prices of his products—mutton and wool—with extreme appre-
hension; and even now, having a vivid remembrance of the ruin
wrought by free wool, he is ng safety from utter ruin by sale of
his sheep. I have absolute knowledge that to-day the majority of the
range sheep in the United States counld be H‘urchased at a discount of
one-third of their value of a year ago. This means for the sheep
grower that the profit earned above a very low interest on money In
vested during our period of prosperity has been wi out and shee
men again find themselves burdened with debts and thelr credit grea

curtailed.

Senator GALLINGER. The gestion is now be%ﬁ made that the duty
on wool should be reduced to 5 cents a pound. at do you think that
will result in?

Mr. Kxonuix, Senator, I think that would result in a rapid decrease
in our flocks.

Senator GALuINgER. It would not be quite so bad as free wool; it
wounld make some trouble for the sheepmen, would it?

Mr. Exonnin. If we built a fence to confine eattle, and we left off the
top board that was necessary to keep those cattle from going over that
fence, our fence would be of little value. P

Senator HEYBURN. If you take one of the four wheels off a wagon, you
would disable the wagon.
bsslr. K.\roi:..l:.m. Not quite so bad as taking off the fifth wheel, but it is

enough. 4

Mr. Chairman, I desire to read a letter addressed to Mr. McClure, sec-
retary of our assoclation—or, rather, it 1s addressed to the Congress of
the United States, through Mr. MeClure, our secretary:

To t?;ea Congress of the Uniled Stales:

'hrough Hon. W. 8. McClure, secretary Natlonal Woolgrowers.)

George J. Currin & Sons have the second largest sheep and wool plant
in Morrow County, Oreg. We have owned and conducted this plant
since 1904 ; our concern involves 20,000 acres of deeded land and 12,000
gheep. We are in debt about one-third the walue of this ])1'0}19:?5‘l
have put the savings of two generations of ploneer life, since 1
here. In the first of these years we were enabled to accummulate some
means and add to and make our concern what it is In land and sheep;
under ordinary circumstances we ought to be able to make some money
now, but with the added expense of summer ran the h price of
competent help, and the high price of living, we 1 be unable to do so.

In 1910, a year of ordinary sales—not up to the ave we sold off
our place in yearling sheep and wool $30,000 worth. er hiring 15
to B ying all other expenses of a

men for every day In the gear and
plant of our kind we barely had a n of profit. This r, 1011,
with prospects of putting wool on the free list and the kindred feelin

of the sheep interests, we are compelled now, in April, 1911, to se

yearling mixed sheep for §2 per head, while one year ago the same
quality rmrlm%s readily brought $3.50 ger head. One year ago the
average price of our quality of wool sold here in the fleece for 15 cents.

The prospects to-day are that this year's clip will sell at one-third
less in prilce than last year, and, in fact, there are no buyers in sight
at any price.

Thé:F ngress can readily see where the sheep and wool business has
gone out here in Oregon In one year with the simple aﬁﬂatlon of the
putting of wool on the free list. If you or a.ug set of v!nﬁ men can
calculate how we can stay in the business and live—with high labor
(for we can not cut wages when only the very best that money will hire
will answer our purpose), high living nse, and high tazes—you can
do more than humanity in these parts have been able to do.
anxiously awaiting the termination of this agitation of the tarifl ques-
tion. eantime we are on’erinti our lands for sale at the minimum
price, and we are willing, with the present prospects In vlew, to go out
of the business. But until such time as we can close out our affairs we,
the three of us, with all we have ﬁnt into this sheep business and the
chance of losing it all through this depression, absolutely expect to

work for nothing.
Yery respectfully, yours, GEo, J. CunriN & Boxs,
Heppner, Morrow County, Oreg.

Aprin 26, 1911,

Gentlemen, I could fill a volume with just such expressions from men
that are mgaﬁled in the Dbusiness.

Sheep growing, having a valnation In 1910 of over $233,000,000, and
represented and owned about 785,000 men, should be of importance

We are

. We
5, in |

enough In itself to make the industry worth preserving. However, If its
ruihtguk of existence are dependent upon something more than intrinsie
value, I can cite to you many reasons of F;!eat ﬁpﬂrmuce.

From gﬂaml experience and knowledge the West, I do not
hesitate a that sheep husbandry has advanced that wvast do-
main in wealth guarter of a century. The men who have been
and who are to-day developing the West are the home bullders. In
the early when mining and cattle growing predominated, towns
were an r between. It has been said the first railroads
that were built 'that they seemed like bri thousands of miles
long, oonnenti%g ‘the fertile ts between e Atlantic and Pacifie
Oceans. The development of vast region is ome of the marvels
of all ages. It Jcommenced, as we know, when the man with the
plow came, At progress was slow, discouraging to stay, im-
possible to lea

There was land everywhere, natural grasses, flow-
ers, and weeds, nally free for the man who could utilize them,
Fr:l'lawmg the ploneers came the shaeg. They for a time subsisted
upon the na grasses and browsed the year round, but it was soon
found that it was more profitable to f d the winter months
than to take heavy losses. The sheepmen became the
buyers of the p the farmer and the flockmaster
working hand in hand, frequently the flockmaster becoming also a
cultivator of the soil and the farmer also a flockmaster as well. By
this happy alliance grasses that had for ages flourished and died or
been cons buffaloes and wild horses became converted into
money, and so itthas continued until the present time. I myself have

ht the farmers' product—corn, oats, and hay—in Kansas and
Nebraska at from 10 cents to 75 cents per bushel for the grain and
from $1.50 to $10 per ton for hay.

When transportation became convenient and cheaper and the East
developed her at manufacturing industries and required food sup-
plies, the Middle States were grepared—nnd sheep husbandry, mind
you, had been of untold benefit in this preparation—so when the
products of the farm Decame too wvaluable for profitable use by the
sheepmen they f¢llowed on after the man with the plow—wesierard.
The plains landsi of Colorado, moistened by the waters of the snow-
er mountains and kissed by the warmth of gerpetua]
bountifully to the husbandizaa. and scon he found

imself in the e position as were the farmers in the earlier days
ltltl Ks:.nsas and raska, possessed of surplus preduets and without a
market.

In Colorado, ¥ myself have bought alfalfa hay at from $2 to $8
per ton; wheat and barley at from 55 cents to §1.25. per hundred-

we These extreme low prices grevaﬂed in the latter eighties and
early nineties, but with the growth of the sheep-feedingnmdust? in
Colorado—for several years past there having been fed that State
about 1,000,000 sheep and lambs a year—the Colorade farmer is in-
sured a stable market for his hay and his grain,

GGentlemen, it Js little less than a crime that the feeders of sheep
and lambs scattered now throughout the East and West and the Middle
States, shonld moke a loss on this last winter’s feeding, conservatively
estimated at $6,600,000. There iz no question but what the agitation
for free wool amd mutton is largely accountable for this disastrous
loss. Do you think—permit me to ask—that these serlous losses will
encourage and perpetrate the production of mutton? Most surely not,

On the other hand, I know many men who are completely discouraged
and who say that as long as they must take chances of rulnous mar-
kets, causedy by needless and thoughtless agitation, they will never

ain feed a sheep.
agIrl. conﬂrmnuﬁ of m ggllnion. I will read a letter from Senator
W. H. Drake, of Fort Collins, Colo. Senator Drake has fed a great
many lambs and sheeg for 20 . He iz a man well posted on
affairs and competent to ju of the effect of adverse legislation.

He was State senator for two terms and member of the State board
of agriculture for a number of“ﬁenra and has glven much of his time
and worked hardl for the upbuilding of the agricultural resources of

lorado.
£ R Foar Conrixs, Coro., AMay 11, 1911,
Mr. B. W. Mc¢ RE.
My Dear Stz § Your letter recelved and contents noted. I am ve
- not come and testify before this committee. ,T]l;g
43,000 lambs this winter and lost so much money
that I can not e spare the time.

The thought tHat the Democrats were going to take the tariff off wool
has cost my p ers and myself between forty and fifty thousand dol-
lars this wintery If Congress admits frozen meats free it will ruln
both the grower §nd feeder. Our rich Colorado alfalfa lands will depre-
clate one-half in'value in almost no time.

I further believe they are de ed to do this and that no amount
ent will do any good. It will be necessary to establish free-
soup houses in every block in the United States before people will

change their minds. When they do we will have another peried of 30

or 4 ye:;l? of prosperity under Republican rule. That is after they
soup.

'get Yours, truly, W. A. DrAKE.

Mr. Chairman, along in Janu I met Benator Drake and he showed
me some pictures. He had just returned from a trip in Canada—
through the Province of Alberta—and he bad several pictures of steers
that he found grazing up there in the open country, and the pictures
show, and Benator Drake says it is true, that those steers were in fine
condition, almost good enough at that time for exgnrt purposes.
Senator Drake was so much taken with that country that, having in
mind that possibly the markets of the United States would be open to
the products of Canada, he bought some land up there, bought it very
cheap, land that can be Irrigated, that cost him one-fifth of what his
lands are worth put at Fort Collins, Colo. He looked up the matter of
buying lh:eeé) lnkthis country—lambs—and taklng them up to that
country, fi l.ni hem, and re ing them to the Chicago market, and
he found that he could do this: He could buy lambs in Montana, take
them into that country, buy feed to fatten them, and return them to
Chicago, with a shorter haul and consequently at a smaller freight
rate, at less cost than he handles his business at the gresent time, going
into New Mexico, Idaho, or O n and buying his lambs and feeding
them in Colorado. He says, “1 have m¥ interests up there, and if they
don't want me producing food produeis and employing labor in the
United States I can go to Canada and do the work up there,” and that
bears out the statement that Senator NeLsoN made and Mr. Hagenbarth
has made, and I could go on and name a great number of men I know,
not drifters, if you please, but men, who, like SBenator NELsox sald, in
the early days were accustomed to building their eabin out on the Gov-
ernment land with the hope that in time they might afford a more
comfortable home. We can not get Government lands here at the
present that are sltuated convenient to tramsportation, but there are
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millions and millions of acres in Canada ripe and ready for the hus-
I&nndlman. u::d Canada is inviting us to ecome up there and help in their
evelopment,

I stated that civillzation had been advanced in the great West by
the sheep industry. Had It not been for the sheepman emploiing
at times the ranchmen and their sons and providing them with a
market for their hay and grains, it would have been impossible for
them to have stayed.

The men with the plow and the men with the shepherd's crook,
entlemen, are the men who hbelleve in founding homes and concern-
ng themselves with the God-given blessings, mothers and chiidren,
churches and schools, and I defy any man to point to a considerable
area of the great West where the creatlon of wealth and the advance-
ment of civilizing influences have not been accelerated, if you please,
}Jy gheep husbandry. I think it would be frue to saﬁ the same of New
ingland and the eastern Middle Btates, for in the early days the
ioneers therein were assisted in surrounding themselves with com-
orts by profits from woolgrowing.

I have still another very important reason to present. We need
the sheep, gentlemen, for their Industrial habits, They gather, when
iven the opportunity, from the waste places on our farms, in the
ertile valleys of our mountains, from the hills, the rugged moun-
tains, and from the desert, not only sustenance for their own living.
but they provide food and raiment for the comfort of mankind and
increase the productiveness of the soil on which they graze.

In Utah and Nevada and part of Idaho and Oreszon we have what
is known as the desert country, land that up until the present time
it has mot been possible to provide water for irrigation, and there
is practically no rainfall in the winter in that country. There is a
little rain in the spring that starts the grass, and it grows sparsely,
and there are hundr of thousands of sheep taken out on those
deserts in the winter, depending upon the snow in the foothills and
the mountains and that which sometimes falls on the desert for water,
There is no other animal that can live oot on those deserts and
‘gather In the feed that graws there, excepiing ihe sheep.

Following the policy of retaining cur home markets for our home
products and the protection of our labor, we have outstripped our
neighbors on the north and all other countries of the world in the
development- of our natural resources. Continuing this poliey, we
will not only be able to continue feeding cur own people at reasonable
prices, but we will also help, as we have and are now deing, to feed
millions of people living under less-favored conditions. i

the cost of mutton to the consumer had not been burdensome,
and in confirmation of that statement 1 want to Iantroduce into this
record the average price of sheep and lamb sold on the Chicago
market, and the Chicago market governs prices practically in all
other markets, during 1910, as compared with a period covering gix
years, and I would like to have the tables, as shown on page 73,
rinfed into the record. Thése tables are compiled by the Chicago
provers’ Journal, and I think when these figures are looked into no
man can say that the high cost of living can be accounted for by the
hl%ﬂ cost of production, nor by the price the producer obtains for his
produets.

Monthly average prices (per 100 pounds) of shecn and lambs at Chicago
during 1910, icith yearly comparicons.

[Compiled by the Chicago Farmers’ and Drovers’ Journal.]

Native
sheep.

Western
sheep,

Nitive
lamig,

Yearling
sheep.

Western

Months. lambs,

$5.50 £5.65 $0.75 $8.20 28,40
6,10 6.75 7.70 8.50 8.75
7.15 7.65 8.40 9.30 9,50
7.10 7.65 8.00 9.00 *9.15
6.40 6.70 7.25 8.15 8.50
5.00 5.15 6.20 7.35 7.65
3.95 4.30 5.80 6.80 7.15
4.00 4,25 5.45 6.40 6.80
4.20 4,25 5.40 6.40 6.85
4.00 3.90 5.00 6.55 6.70
3.75 3.70 4.90 6.15 6.80
3.85 4.00 5.10 6.00 6.20
5.10 5.35 6.30 7.40 7.65
4.05 5.00 6.00 7.80 7.80
4.60 4.65 5.30 6.20 . 845
5.20 5:25 6.00 6.85 7.10
5.15 5.80 6.00 6.80 B8.%0
5.00 5.05 5.80 6.75 6.90
4.10 4.30 4.90 5.45 5.05
3.85 4.10 4.00 5.40 5.45
4.05 4.30 4.9 5.45 5.50
3.75 3.85 4.30 4.75 4.85
4.55 4.55 5.10 5.80 5.95
4.35 4.30 4.80 5.45 5.50

Monthly average prices (per 100 pounds) for native sheep at Chicago for
seven years.

[Complled by the Chicago Farmers' and Drovers' Journal.]

The cost of shipping our wool to Boston and selling it will ron from
18 to 22 per cent of the gross proceeds, and about the same on our
ssheep. That Is &n expense that the grower of sheep and cattle out in
the western countries can not get away from. In the future freights
mng become reduted ns the tnnnaﬁa becomes heavier over the railroads
and they get their roadbeds and equipment in shape to handle it
cheaper. Then we may benefit somewhat from that, but it would not
lower our cost materially.

1 desire, finally, to illustrate the possibilities of sheep growing, and
for the purpose we will take the SBtate whose agricultural possibilities
have been so thoroughly exploited by the Hon, F. I). Coburn—Kansas.

East of the Missourl and Mississippi Rivers, with the farming States
of Kansas and Nebrazka added, we have about 19,000,000 sheep, one-
third of the entire number in the Unifed States. In thls territory
Qlio leads, having 3,110,000 sheep, or 76 to the square mile; Florida,
nne-third larger than Ohio, has IE sgheep to the sguare mile, while
1lansns, a State-well adapted to sheep husbandry and twice the size
of Ohio, has less:than 3 sheep to the sguare mile. In this entire dis-
trict we average 1 sheep to 47 acres. If Kansas, Nebraska, and lowa
had the same number of sheep Eer square mile as Ohlo, they, with
:)nnia, would contain 19,000,000 sheep, the number now in this entire
section,

Illustrating firther, by comparison with other eountries, France
axnd Spain, each having an area equal to ahout four-fifths that of Texas,
have, respectively, 17,600,000 and 13,750,000 of sheep; Texas has
4,000,000 ; Bulgarla, with an area a little less than Kentucky, has
:3,000,000 sheep; Kentucky has 1,000,000; Greece, that very small
ountry, which we assoelate with art and literature rather than shep-
herds and their focks, has 4,500,000 sheep on its 25,000 square miles ;
‘West Virginia, heving the same area as Greece, has but 625,000; Eng-
land and Scotland have 304 sheep to the square mile, whereas Kansas,
g8 T have already mentioned, has less than 3 to the square mile.

Now, Mr. Chai’man, desiring to stock the State of Kansas with 60
sheep to each one-fourth section, after bringing into that State all the
sheep from the other States in this eastern territory, we would be
obliged to bring from Texas their 2,000,000 sheep, and assuming that
it would be practical to stock Kansas with sheep on the same basis per

uare mile as Gzeat Britain, having brought all the sheep from east
?.? the Missouri énd Mississippl Rivers and from Nebraska and Texas,
we have left enoagh land untrodden by the golden hoof to care for the
sheep of Colorads and Wyoming.

Having placed/29,000,000 sheep in Kansas, we need not, I think, feel
sdarmed about providing for their feed, having 2 acres for every siieep.

In 1909 Kansas Fmduced 147,000,000 bushels of corn, 25,500,000
twashels of oats, besides milllons of bushels of other gralna that are
suitable for feeding shee[); 300,000,000 tons of hay, and as much more
sorghum, kaffir. corn, mllo maize, and corn fodder—twice the quantity
necessary for pmperly feeding the sheep.

If you have held in mind my quotation from the 1910 report of the
Secretary of Agriculture that ** the valoe of farm products has Increased
186 per cent in 11 years,” yon will see that sheep have done their part
toward making n% this csreat increase in our agricultural wealth.

Gentlemen, if the products of the farms and ranches are reduced so
that we can net get a fair profit out of them what will be the result?
“fhere will be a still greater flocking to the cities of the people from the
farms, and hisfory will repeat itself, and the farmers of the AMiddle
West and the fanchmen of the far West will take up Industrial enter-
prises, r5 has already been done In the Eastern States. “ He Is not
compeiled to demp his crops on the market at time of harvest.” Why?
I3acause “he has had a period of prosperity.” With profits made, and
mind you, made legitimately, he has not only “ paid off mortgages,” hut
by the wealth ¢reated * banks have been established,” and should prices
be lower than ¢ost of production he garners his harvest and holds until
he can secure [air returns for his lahor. Is it not better by far, Mr.
Cialrman, for the consumer, as well as for the producer, that this con-
ditio: obtain? ( For, mark you, there is no record of successful corners
in focd ml]l:Pl!a when the farmers’ granarles and feed lots are full of
graln and live stock. -

Effect foltows eause; and when thls desired condition exists, the
former and raachman will furnish a regular supply to meet the de-
mand of conswmption. On the other hand, when prices are low and
times hard, the harvest can not be garnered, but must be sold resard-
less of price, and this is the speculator’s opportunity ; he buys at prices
=0 low that he-can export enough of the erop to Insure him a large profit
on the balance by holding until the consumer must have it, and it is
nnder such conditions that corners are successfully run. The bills we
have under consideration, gentlemen, tprr};mse to place In competition
vwyith foreign euntries the products of the farmer and ranchman, the
only industries of our counfry impossible to trustify.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for your attentlon to the statements
that T have made. T have aimed In this preparation to be consistent.
1 am convincad, as I have stated, that the prosperity of this country
depends greatly upon the prosperity of our farmers and ranchmen,
If we are going to build, we must lay our plans, we must gather the
mwaterial about us, and in order to do thiz and to employ workmen
to do it we must have capital, and just to that extent that eapital is
forced out of ‘the rarmlmsﬂand ranch industry the industry will retro-

ess, As I have said, Mr. Chairman, I have some tables prepared

re that will bear out the statements I have made with reference to
the percentage of the gross proceeds that we obtain for our products
that goes inw freight transportation charges and other necessary ex-

1810 1909 1908 1907 1906 1905 1904
$5.50 | $4.85| $4.75| $5.10| $535| $5.10| $3.85
610 48| 400 515| &00| 550 3.85
7.15| 530 b675| 535| 520 A& 4.30
7.10| B550| b565| 545| 535| 4.95 4.70
0.40| 5.90| 540| 570| 545| 4.60 4.90
5. 00 5.25 4.80 5.80 5. 30 4.70 4.30
3.95| 465| 410| &25| &16| 510 3.80
4.00 4.40 8.90 5.25 4.90 5.00 3.60
4.20 4,556 3.65 515 5,10 4.75 3.50
400 4.40| 405| 4.75| 48| 520 3.60
3.75 4.50 4.20 4.40 5.00 5.20 4.05
5 3.85 4.90 4.20 4.10 5.00 5.15 4. 50
Yearly average...| 6.10| 4.95| 460| 520| & 5.00 4.10
I have a statement I will file that gives detalled information as to

the cost, and also as to the amount of money that is invested to grow
a pound of wool, and detailed statement of expenses,

{The following tables were here submitted hy Mr. Knollin:)
Figures submitted cover actual business handled, covering a
12 years § months (Mar. 1, 1808, to Aug. 1, 1910, inclusive).

pumber of sheep and lambs handled, 332,376 head.

Gross earnings.

riod of
Total

Number. | Amoun t..

$623,458.35

35,819.75
137,785, 03
40,597.93
562,273, 65
g, 826. 41

£15,802.78
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Gross earnings (Increase sheeg. 88,317 head) —_—-—-__-_- $102,843.43 Disposition of increase, 56,46} sheep.
Gross earnings, wool, 1,446,966 pounds, at 13.7 cents per Sold on market :
' e ' =t TR Tt maa e S Bt L e e
Total gross earnings. 390, 241. 07 Tt e e Tl e Rl Ul an Al G
Total E‘z‘;t of production 148, 891, 66 7,612 fat sheep (694,860 pounds, at $4.756 per cwt.)-—- 33, 038, 96
Nore—HExpense of production of sheep and wool is apportioned on Gross proceeds (17,401 head) 58, 150. 08
basis of relative gain on sheep and wool to total gain, or grgss earnings. Shipping e Fsed e gg, gg?- g? :
Expense on sheep, 40.3 per cent of $448591.66. $221, 503. 59 i el e B Bl B e et D g LU R
Expense on wool, 50.7 per cent of $§448,801.66_________ - 227, 588. 07 /s T et
e e v Net proceeds = 85, 819.75
Number of sheep raised . 88, 817 | gold on range (69,131 head, at $2.323 each)—_ ——_- 137, 785. 05
Deduct losses of lambs 1,853 | Sheep shortg{elé,ﬁ'i‘ﬂ sheep, at $2.45 each) —————______ 40, 597.92
Net gain on sheep b 86, 464 | Aliscellancous credits LW R 45
ggg% to '}?:1139% <o §221, 32?,— gg Total (93,102 head, at $2.41 each) ... 228, 520.18
| Cost to produce 1,446,086 pounds of Wool-___--_--_____ $227, 5&8. 07 | 58 (ecrease in ‘flocks from original count and value . . o: 70
Cost to produce 1 pound of wool £, o. b. Roswell______ $0. 1338 ¥ e i
tment and ¢ in and loss. Net disposition (86,464 head) 192, 344. 43
TAGRE PSRy S BT ook Dl ONA S Sigese: Gross proceeds (17,401 sheep and lambs sold on market).— 385, 819. 75
Total investment for period : -—-~ $7T67T,106.25 | Grogs proceeds (1 head) 8. 34
Total expense for perlod____ — 448, 891. 66
Total gross earnings for period 300, 242, 04 Nm.{;?t thla 171.301 Bhegpt gmi tlnaﬁnh’ solg egn Ehe mal{ke:t 01}&7,613
Expense equals 5851 per cent of investment; gross earnin ual | were sold for slaughter, an ey had been at a cost, for an
50.8?5« ceer?t of lnvestm?:f:t: loss, 7.04 per cent on l::vrtaatst.ruent..gs =0 labor, of $12.661.5§._or £1.65 per head.
Sheep raising. We show that these 7,012 sheep sold for slaughter could be sold by
f fork " Cit, 11 £
Proportion of Investment; 40.3 per cent of ST7.166.25__ §378, 212. 96 Nhilentlest dus New Tk CHE AL Jolivys
Proportion of expense, 40.3 per cent of $448,801.66______ 221, 305. 590 | 7,612 fat sheep, weight 694,860 pounds, cost on market,
Gross earnings on sheep - 192, 344 43 | _ Chieago, on ;3* AT e e iR §33, 038. 83
Net number of sheep raised, 86,464. Bh-?gpz:mts ench RO Eel O ! po ! B, 328. 40
Investment per head on sheep ralsed.. 3. 85 T
Yxpense per head on sheep ralsed. $2_ 66 : 27, 710. 58
sross earnings per head on sheep raised —___ 9 99 | Killing expense, 25 cents each 1, 903. 00
Loss per head on sheep raised 34 | Ieing, 5 cents per hundredweight on 340,450 pounds. 170. 24
< Freight to New York City, 45 cents per hundredweight on
Woolgrowing. 340,480 pounds e : 53:‘:'. 8
Proportion of investment, 50.7 per cent of $767,166.25._ $398, 053, 28 | Selling expense, 50 cents per hundredweight—— - 1,702.40
L8 4 Qo = - —_ -
B e R A e Total cost of 840,480 pounds to retailer in New York_ 83, 019. 08
Investment to produce 1 pound of wool oo oo ___ . 209 Cost of 1 pound to retaller in New York, 9.7 cents.
Expense to produce 1 ponnd of wool . 1538 2
Proceeds of 1 pound of wool BT Bhipping erpenses. . "
Loss on 1 pound of wool - 0168 | mota] expense (17,401 SHEOP) o oo £9, 668. 76
Detailed and classified statement of maintenance of flocks. Shipping expense per head, 55.55 cents.
Distribu . Eaxpeyse classified.
. Amount. | Perhead.
i
Amount of | Per Laber, Krers anc | Bhortage,
How classified. distributors of .
. | head. account Cents.
PSR T supplies. T T s ) 4.5
death and | Feed In transit........... 47
Pei Per by agi Teed at stockyards.... 5_82
ma:s. | Yardage............. ea
cent:| AMOUBE:. [epn. | Amiogmt, o i A AL WA AR 2%
atal s i it e e R S R AR W S T . b5.55
Labor...........|§121,808. 58 (50,55 | 100 [st21,808.8 [......| ...
Provision. ......| 29,809.84 | ,135 50 | 14,054.02 50 914,954.92 |.......... .
!g:lecpshm:t..... w,%g .ng R Ty Ty %i0.507.62 | Shipping expense, 16.62 per cent of gross proceeds.
BML L ey 3, -0 , 269. 40 1,612.85 | ... ..... Shipping expense . £9, 668. 76
o [ By B el B B8 N B 5 S TR Feed and expense at foed lots on 6,107 fod for market-——-—— 12, 661. 57
N | AR B S Total expense against shipments to market__________ 22, 330, 28
Lg,mgg '3_3 ng g&%% Ses u?.? Atverages.
. 7 ¥ 3,022.00 |...
¥ g Average yearly Investment ___ $64, 175
5 ’2'3_“.-,23 %‘I 5?' "5,450.21 m 6‘450'32 Average number of sheep handled yearly 19, 665
Improvement...| 16,593.00 | 075 | 50| 820655 | 50| 829654 |... Average per cent lambs raised... 28
10 per cent earn- Average number of men employ 8
ings on invest- ﬁvernge numt!)er of shee& ‘?:n&legridm{n ?:IITJEed) head 32483
f S, 71 I S | Ry WP verage yearly wages, oard included) . __________
o ST (I Ll [ Average E:o;nt]iiy rwaﬂges. men (board included}....-..-..ﬂ.“_a... 43 .
’ ,801.66 | 2.02 |...... W Average we of fleece pounds_. :
TS ok BB L 20 HaGLe \54,9?&29 """"" Average sellfng price, wool (per pound) £0. 137
Average selling price of fleece £1.00
Nore.—Based on_average number of sheep on hand a full year, | Average first cost of sheep 2. 55
During the 12-year-5-months period we handled 832,376 head. Of this | Average first cost, lambs marked included £1. 87
number there were inventoried the first of each fiscal year, or bought | Average first cost, sheep and lambs, inventoried.——————___ §2.51
during the year, 244,059, and the difference represents the lambs raised. | Average sale, sheep and lambs on market. ;2. 05
Some of these sheep were not on hand a full year, but equaled having | Average sale, sheei and lambs on range. 288
on hand for the full slmgriod (lambs born not included) 221,142 head, | Average sale, all gheep and lambs. 22 43
which number is used arriving at averages. Average loss per head on sheey $0 B4
8 Average loss per pound on wool $0. 0108
ummary.
Nore.—On a basis of what we received for our wool, 13.7 cents per
P cont p{:und f. l‘.Ii. b. lllgsweéi. 51'\]3.6%!9:.. &nd a shrin(!ics%elof 68 peir cenht. the
clean wool would co .53 cents per pound (plus secouring charges
Amount. | Perhead.| of total Boston) and on the basis of cost of production, 15.38 cents per pnrurgtd,
éxpense. | it would cost 58.78 cents per pound (plus scouring charge Boston).
Shipping expense on woal.
Cenia. Freight (per pound) $1.93
R CRBL E I v gl (s 442 | Gross value, freight commission Warenouse_______. per cent_ 11,2
LT e 40,507.02| 183 0 | ShEEsR prading, dasarance, eic e £80
Interest.... . ... 64,120.14 [ 29 161 | ST Fene . ez e
Barnings (10 per cent). .. 76, 716. 68 346 17.1 Total gross value to marke 0. 20
Depreciation on real estate. .....c.ceeeernennensaess 5,354. 50 2.4 1.2 The following statements cover a business handled covering a
- s T PR R SR SRR R £ U ST e 19 gegou of 10 years, 1900-1910, The business is chiefly raising thorough-
3 T rams.
448, 891. 66 2.025 Interest at 8 and 10 per cent for profit have been included in cost.
Total number gheep and lambs handled, 80,711.
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Gross earnings. Bummary.
Number Per cent
ol st Amount. Amount. |Perhead.| of total
expense.
Sheep bought. .evveuss 991
ke $2.78 53.2
5,405 74 14.2
16,655 487 0.3
7,538 .81 9.7
51,113 . 634 12.0
....... . 055 L6
80,711 _ 5.208 100.0
25 1
e gy Disposition of increase head__ 29, 598
Lambs lost (not accounted for in sheep short) .. . do_..- 3, 203
Gross earnings (increase sheep, 25,720) oo 165, T42. 09
Gross earnings {wool, 259,148 bonnds)__-__m-_ 46, 051. 32 .=2e'?£
o1 noa a: | Sold on market (5,405, at $3.08 each) -~ $16, 5062, 48
Total gross earnings 211, 793. 41 | Sold on range, mostly rams (16,655, at $8.52 each)_______ 141, 880. 65
Total cost production 247, 760. 82 | Short average cost (4,335, at §5.817 aach)___h..-.,)_ﬁ_____ 23, 151. 15
Nore.—Expense of production of sheep and wool is apportioned on | Miscella credits 1, 255. 91
basis of relative gain on sheep and wool to total gain or gross earnings. 182, 830. 10

Expense on sheep, 78.25 per cent of $247,760.32_____ — $193,872. 46
Expense on Wool, 2116 per cent of §247,160.32 - ° 53, 887, 86
Number of sheep raised 25, 720
Deduct losses on lambs 3, 203

Net gain on sheep.
Cost to raise same

22, 517
$193, 8'1'%: 40

Cost to raise 1 shee 61
Cost to produce 259,148 anaf wooll oo e §53, 857. 86
Cost to produce 1 pound of wool f. o. b. Soda Springs,

Idaho (cents) $20. 79

Investment and per cent of gain and loss.

Total investment for the period
Total expense for the period
Total gross earnings for the period

Expense equals 82.16 per cent of Investment; gross earnings equal
70.2?501: cent of investment; loss equals 11.93 per cent on investment.

Bheep raising.
Proportion of investment, 78.25 cent of
Proportion of expense, 78.25 perpgnt of $247,760.32_____
Gross earnings on sheep.

Net number sheep raised, 22,517 head.

$301, 558, 12
247, 760. 32
211, 793. 41

301,558.12__ $235, 969, 23
193, 872, 46
165, 742. 09

Investment per head on sheep raised $10. 48

Expense per head on sheep ralsed ; 8.61

Gross earnings per head on sheep rafsed o ___ 7.36

Loss per head on sheep raised 1.25
Woolgrowing.

Proportion of investment, 21.75 per cent of $301,5568.12__ §65, 558

Proportion of expense, 21.7T5 per cent of $247,760.82_____
Proceeds of 259,148 pounds of wool
Investment to produce-1 pound of wool (cents) —eeeeeo
Expense to produce 1 pound of wool (cents)
Proceeds of 1 pound of wool (cents)
Loss on 1 pound of wool (cents)

Detalled and classified statement of maintenance of flocks, based on
average number of sheep on d a full year: During the 10-year
period we handled 80,711 head. Of this number there were Inventoried
the first of each fiscal year or bought during the year 51,113 head, and
the difference represents the lambs raised. Some of these sheep were
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not on hand a full year, but equaled baving on hand for the full period

(lambs born not included) 41’5,142 head, which number is used in arriv-
ing at averages.

Classificd expense, distributed.

Returns to Value of

Labor manufacturers shertage

- t.:tzdn‘!Mh“' account

Amount | Per supplies. | patural

How classified. | o onev. | head. leath and

e " loss by

‘er 2
cent. Amount. echt. Amount.

$1.206 | 100 1$57,837.97 |..c.ocferniracadioiniiins

24 50| 5,706.03 | 50 185,706.02)..........

ABY. [cosnsqeviunysacsilonsss]onsvesnnss 523,151 15

.03 0 B44.53 | 40| 66301 |..........

it 50| 0,371.88 | 50 [9,87.97 |..........

Pl e o SRR Pl R i 24,326. 53

129 85) 5,225.77 | 15| 922 |..........

75 067.43| 25| 689.81|..........

3 036, . 062 10 U Lo, hescaieinns 2,043.25

£ s 1418 75 | 50,380, 18 25 |16,706.80 |..........

Outht. oo oomsi ] SRI0BIES 047 50 | 1,000.11 50| 1,000.11 | .........
10 per cent eam-
ings on invest-
ment for profit...

Total {26.3%5 head)

Leé;g sdacmse s from original value and number

T8 head) 17, 088. 10
Difference (22,617 head) 165, 742. 09
Per head 7.30

Nore.—Detailed statement of sheep sold on market not complled.
Bhropshire flock—~Statement of sheep and lambs sold on the range,

Ewes and lambs. Eams and ram lambs.
A
verage Average
Number.| Procesds. perhead. Number.| Proceeds. per head,
126 $216.90 §1.72 1,020 | $6,052.00 $6. 81
313 | 55350 17T 724 | 6,004.00 842
1,028 | 2,203.25 2.23 430 | 4,105.00 9.52
10 50. 00 5,00 Tm 7,000, 00 0.97
1,520 | 4,560,00 3.00 981 | 13,027.50 14,30
243 805. 00 3.31 1,445 | 18,007.00 12.50
1,79 | 11,482.00 6.68 1,199 | 15,229.00 1270
1,260 | 5,166.00 4.10 49| 5,080.00 1120
1,083 8,879.00 8.35 1,423 | 19,71200 1385
22 1,301 50 5.00 731 | 11,207.00 15,20
Total...... 7,542 | 85,817.15 4.64 9,113 | 106,543, 50 11.69
Profit and loss account.
Interest on investment, 8 per cent $24, 526. 53

Earnings for profit, 10

Profit 54, 482. 33
SHEEP RAISING,

per cent

Total expense 193, 872. 48

Gross earnings 165, 742. 0D
Loss 28, 130. 87
WOOLGROWING.
Total nse 53, 887. 86
Gross ?axnmmlngs____.._______..__ ‘4(}. 051. 32.
Loss. 7, 836. 64
—_ 35,066.901
Net profit 18, 515. 42
f— ——————
Average investment for period $30, 155. 80
Net earnings on investment (no Imterest) ... per cent__ G. 14
Loss on one sheep $1. 25
Loss on 5.8 pounds wool, at 3.02 cents_________ e—Conts__ 18.9
Loss per head, interest and earni Included. $1.419
Gain per head, without interest and earnings (each)._cents. 64. B4

Averages,

Average yearly investment
Average number of sheep handled yearly . ___

0, 155. 81
$30, 135, 84

Average per cent lambs raised T2 T
Average number of men employed oo
Average number sheep handied to man head 504
Average yearly wages men, bmd dlnél.hid%&l?a---—---_--__ $670. 56
Average monthly wages men, I clu 1
Labor 2 44, 49
Board 11. 89
_— $56.38
Average weight of flecce. pounds... 5.6
Average selling price of wool cents.__ 17,73
Average selling price of fleece. » 1. 00
Average first cost of sheep 4.01
Averaze first cost of sheep, lambs marked included 3. 34
Average sale sheep and lambs on market e 3. 06
Average sale sheep and lambs Inventoried - eoooeeeeu 4, 96
Average sale bucks on range (each) $11. 69
Average sale ewes on range . 34,084
Average sale all sheep and lambs sold b. 62
Loss per head on sheep o 1. 25
Loss per pound on Wool. cents. 3.02
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On basis of price we obtained for this wool Soda Springs, Idaho,
17,77 cents per pound, adding freight 2.05 cents per pound, and scliing
charges 1.5 cents per pound, and on a basis of 58 per eent shrinkage,
this wool would cost the manufacturer 50.76 cents per pound clean
Boston, plus the cost of scouring.

On a basis of cost of production 20.79 cents ger pound, adding freight
and selling charges of 3.65 cents per pound, 58 cents per pound Boston
clean, plus scouring charges in both cases.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, Mr. Hagenbarth, who is a
native son of Idaho and who has developed into one of the larg-
est stock raisers and one of the best business men in the State,
has taken pains to bring together every item of cost and every
item of income -from the sheep-raising business, and I have
taken from the testimony which he gave before the Senate
committee such parts and such tables as refer to and completely
illustrate this question. He says, in summing it up, that they
are not making 6 per cent, nor have they done so for some time.
1t is all attributable to the disturbed condition and to the
threatened changes in the schedules, I ask also to insert Mr.
Hagenbarth's statement as part of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the absence of objection,
permission to do so is granted.

The statement referred to is as follows:

Now, reciprocity as a!ectinF sheep has got to be, from our stand-
olnt, more or less theoretical; the known facts are all on one side.
n the Uglted States the industry is as old as the clvilization ; we have
nearly 57,000,000 sheep—we did have a year ago, but I do not think
we have that many hm.ﬂoo,ooo or 6,000,000 now. Canada at the
pregent time has less t 3,000,000 sheep; but with the conditions of
climate, wages, ranging, feeding, transportation, and everything but
markets practically the same, and with elvilization advanced as our
own, why 1is it that Canada has only 3,000,000 and we have 57,000,0007%
There must be a eause-where there is an effect. Is it because she has
not had rec!grucity for the Pust few years? With reciprocity, would the
conditions change and would she enter upon the proper development of
her ideal condition for the fostering of this industry at our expense?

;;s]‘hy. gentlemen, the State of Montana last year had 5,747,000 head of
eep.

What is the difference between Montana and Canada? It is s

an ima‘glnary line, an Imaginary line, and that is the only dlﬂelr]gglci
in God's world; northern Montana and southern Canada are identical
yet the Btate of Montana has twice as many sheep as the entire Do.
minipn of Canada. Now, there is the effect; what is the cause? That
is for anybody else to answer. We certainly can reason back to the
cause without much trouble. Now, In the United States we find, as a
matter of fact we claim, not merely as a coincidence as some of our
economic opponents will set up, that the industry has thrived or
languished just as the tariff was high or low. Now, If this is true, the
facts seem to bear it out—it may be a coincidence, but I do not claim
that it is—Iis not it fair to presume if we take the tariff off of mutton
sheep are liable to be low? That is our view as sheepmen. .

- L ] L - - » -

Now, I have another statement here showing the annual cost for
winter feeding sheef and cattle, and these are simply digests by years
taken from our books, and if this committee wants them, I also have
them here, or ean eﬁet them without a great deal of trouble, except they
would be compelled to go over every item and every detail that went
into this table. They are taken directly from onr books, not by myself,
but by the bookkeepers—the cost of winter; that is, for winter feeding.
Now, the labor was §1.12. Another table here is the average expense
per annum per head for grazing, which was $38,000 for a period of five
years; taxes, $41,653. The interest which we paid, the interest on the
ahee{). at 6 per cent, figures $127,615.22, and general expenses, $123,386,
making a total of 73 cents per head for these f{tems, We have $1.12,
68 cents, and 73 cents, making a total of $2.43 per head as being our
cost here, not including interest on investment, and horses, and lands,
and wagons, and all the paraphernalia that we have to have for con-
ducting our business.

Senator CLARK. You have that for a perlod of five years?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes,

Sepator Crarx. I had a letter from an ex-governor of our State a
few days ago who was interested in sheep raising, who said that it
cost them between two and three times as much per head to run the
sheep per annum now as it did five years ago. a8 that been your
exﬁ:ience up in ldaho?

r. HAGENBARTH. Yes; on certain costs. Now, I think I have right
here some of these very items and details thst go into that. Shall I
answer that mow? :

Senator WinrLraxs, No. I just wanted to know if that was the fact.

Mr. HaGeENBARTH. That is a fact, and I will give you some details as
briefly as I can. Now, here is another table showing per head cost
per annum and the per bead receipts per annum, showing that we have
recelved from mutton and wool, over a perlod of five years, $3.1606;
and our total cost, including interest on the investment all the wa
through, is $3.2884 per head, showing a net loss per annum of $0.1218.
Now, that fact is absolute, and I can take an oath to it; but, mind you,
that’ would include 6 per cent interest. We have made almost G per
ce:ht, and I have often congratulated myself that we have done tgg.t
well.

Benator WiLLiAMS. What is your net gain or net loss?

Mr. HagexpanrTH. How is that?

se&a?tor Witniams, If you take 6 per cent out, what have you

Mr. HageExBARTH. If you take the charge for Interest out, we wonld
not have gained anything at all. We have not quite gained 6 per cent;
we could not take the interest out. e !

Senator WirLiams, 1 know ; but you allowed that on that 6 per cent
Interest on the investment.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes.

Senator WiILLiAMs. Take that charge against yourself out, what
would you make? What would your net percentage be? Your loss is
predicated upon char%ng 6 per cent as a part of the cost.

Mr., HAGENBARTH. We make 5.62 per cent.

Senator WiLLiAMs. That is your former statement?

Mr., HAGENBARTH. Yes, ;

Benator WinLiaMs. All right. That I understood at the time.

Senator Stoxe. IMd you say that the actual cost for running a sheep
ranch, raising sheep, was from two and one-half to three times as
much now as it was five years ago?

Mr. HacexparTH. No, Benator; not quite.
is up I will go into it.

Benator SToNE. That would be rather remarkable.

Mr. HagexearTH, I will give you the exact facts,

Senator Stoxn, 1 would like to ask, before you begin, I understood
Senator CLARE to say some ex-governor of his State has written that
it Is now costing from two and one-half to three times as much to
ralse sheep as it did five years ago.

Senator CLArRg. To run the gheep per annum.

Senator Sroxe. Well, to run the sheep. I wlill put it in that form.
That still narrows it and makes It less confusing—to run the gheep.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes.

Senator Stoxn. He states that it costs from two and one-half to
three times as much Eer annum as it did five years ago. Now, what
are the items that make that increased cost?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. The ordinary herders to-day are costing us around
an average of $70 per month. e found it necessary to cut the wages
this spring, for good and sufficient reasons—we had to do it.

Senator SToxe. What do you pay them?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. $50 a month eash at the end of every month for
their labor, and we keep them besides.

Senator SToNE. You estimate that at $507

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Don't estimate at all. I am telling you what it

As long as that question

costs, .
Senator Broxm. Well, the actual cost is $50°%
Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes, sir.
Senator SToNE, What did you gaﬁy your sheep
Mr. HAaGEXPARTH. The cheapest five years ago

herders five years ago?

Senator StToxe. 1 am not talking about the cheapest. I am talking
about the same kind of herders you are now paying $50.
Mr. HAGENBARTH. There has been a gradual raise. The average

ould be about $40 five years ago.
» Senator S‘roxl? How gmch dﬁerenm was there in the actual cost
of board per month?

Mr. HagexsaRTH. I can not tell yon that exactly. I can, right
down to the minutest detafl, by taking the time to get the data.

Sepator SToxe. Now, we have a difference in cost of wages paid to
herders of uppmxjma{ely $3 a month more now than five years ago?

Mr. HAGEXBARTH. Yes.

Senator STONE. You are not able to state the difference in the cost of
board? What other item of cost?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Well, in order to relieve the Senator on that point
I will make a statement. The board will cost us just in the same

roportion with the general advance in the cost of living that has
gi.ken place, cost ns just that much more. Now, that would amonnt,
l:\cmy opinion, to about—during five years—perhaps 20 per cent of an
rease in five years,
AT Senator S-rozeg. It costs yon 20 per cent more now to board a herder
than it did flve years ago?

Mr. BacExnARTH. Yes; that 1s correct.

Senator SToxr. Well, that would be about $4 a month;_

Mr. HagexnaRTH. Just around that, between $4 and $5.

Senator SToNm. What is that due to, that extra cost?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. One of our principal items of extra cost——

Senator Stoxg. No; what makes it cest you 20 per cent more now
to feed and board a herder than it did five years ago?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. I was just coming to that point. One of the
prineipal Items is the higher cost of bacon and lard; that is one of our
great items of expense; we use a great deal of bacon and lard,

Sonator 8roNu. On the range?

Mr, ILAGENBARTH. On the range. Then there has been an advance
in the cost of flour; and then there has been the advanced costs of
that sort all along the line. Now, there is only one thing that we get
cheaper than formerly, and that is condensed milk; everything else is
costing us more.

Senator Sroxe. Well, the aver aggregate increase, then, is ap-
proximately 20 per cent, or one-fifth, more%

Mr. HagExpaRrTH. During five years.

Sena}f: SToNE. Wely. comparing the present with five years ago?

Mr. GENBARTH, Yes,

Renator 8ToNE. Now, we have got the cost of living and the differ-
ence in wages, What else?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Now, hay. Hay will cost us about 300 per cent
more. Hay fed to the sheep for winter feeding to-day will cost us
58 cents per head as agalnst 10 to 12 cents five years ago. Freight on
lambs to the market, on mutton products, $182.50 per car as against
$137.50.

Senator Stoxe. Do you exclude that in the running expense of ship?

AMr. HAGENBARTH. You asked me for the higher cost of sheep, why it
cost more, We hgg certainly got to pay the freight the same as every
other man who uces,

Senator B:rosz‘? Well, to go to the market, but T am talking of the
cost of ralsing sheep on the ranch.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Well, we have to“figure the cost on the haul. We
are selling our sheep, for we could not keep them ount there forever.

Senator CLARK. My correspondent was speaking about the annual cost
upon the range of r\mnin‘g e sheep, without reference to the range.

Mr, HageExBARTH. Well, confined strictly to the range. Well, the
berders, the labor, and the bay.

Senator Stoxe. We have that. ",

Mr. HaceENBARTH. And the hay.

Renator SToxe. We have that and the board.

Mr. HagENBARTH. Well, they are about the principal items of expense
in running the sheep.

Senator SToxe. Well, you have not figured that ont in your statement
to anything like two and a half to three times as great.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. I dld not make any statement of that sort,

SenatoraCrarg. He did not agree with me.

Senator StoNm. Then I misunderstood him, I did onderstand him te
say that was correct.

Senator Crark. He said he would not go that far.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. 1 can tell youn why there Is a diserepancy.

Senator SToNE. I thought you did say that that was correct.

Mr. HacexBarTH. If the notes show that I stated that it is from two
and a half to three times greater, It was a misapprehension and a
mistake, because I have the res right here to disprove it.

Benator Broxe. Well, I do not care to go further into that.
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Mr. HaceENBARTH. I won't say about Wyonilng; 'that might be true,
‘because the conditlons might be different in Wyoming than they are in
Jdaho—entirely different. Now, there Is another statement here, which
is a tabulated statement of the cost of production of wool and mutton
for five years, showing the results of handling 454,337 stock shee& the
product of which was 225,807 head of mutton, welghing 16,000,198
ggunds and worth §799,478.17 ; the total production for the five years,

5,850 fleeces of wool, welghing 2,967,1 unds, worth 8622,2g3.63.
The net results of the operation shown by this total was a cost on mut-
‘ton of ‘§0.0507 per pound, for swhich was ‘recelved $0.0497 per pound,
ghowing that mutton produnetion failed to give us a return of 6 per
cent Interest on the capital investment.

Now, for over a perlod of years it gives all of ‘the cost in the digest
form. 1 want to explain one thl'néz. however : That ‘the percentage of
Eroduction of mutton as being 56.3 per cent, and of wool as being

8.7 per cent, on the total production, was based on the respective
proportions contributed by either wool or mutton to the total gain in
rour business : that'is the way that was arrived at, and@ you will observe
that, too. That makes it easter to know where that statement was
taken from.

I have here-a statement which T thought T had taken out, becanse T
did not want to burden the committee with It, but I .thought possibly
Senator WiLniaMs might be Interested In it. It shows our loss and
gain by years for five years.

Senator Wirrtrams. That is what T want.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yon want it for 10 years?

Senator 'WinLiams. T want to know your financial condition now,
and what it was 10 years ago.

Mr, HageENBARTH, All right. I misapprehended.

Senator WILLIAMS. Then, I will consider ‘the figures from that
with this, showing the losses and gains.

AMr. HAGENBARTH. I submit a general statement of loss and gains,
ghowing a total investment for the five .gears of $0,070,741.27, or an
ayerage annual investment of $1,814,148.25. This statement includes,
among other charges, a total of 6 per cent Interest on the entire
investment in our live-stock business, the final summing up of which
ghows an annual logs per annum of $5,828.75. In other words, the
business falled by that amount to pay the legitimate annual charge
of 6 ¥er cent for use of capital 'Invested. Now, in explanation, I
want to say these figures may seem large, and for fear we may he
thought guilty of the crime of being a large corporation, I want to
say that our company, though a -eorporation, was ineorporated for
«convenicnece only.

Our company is owned entirely by those who labor on the range,
and there are no outside stoekhofders drawing dividends. M brothg:r
and m{hmother and myself own the business, and have owned it since
my father died. We have in addition 8§ or 10 of the men who are
working for us who have been with us from 15 to 20 years, to whom
we have given stock, .allowed them to work it out, and given them an
interest in the business. My father began the live-stock business .25
years In a humble way, putting about $206,000 in the business In
ghc beginning and from time to time invested additional eapital, and
during the 25 years we have pald but four dividends, and they ‘were
small ones, and we have only ‘paid one dividend within the last 10
years. All other earnings from the business have gone back into in-
vestment, whatever they were; our 6 per cent, 5 per cent, or § per
cent, or 4 per cent per annum has e right back into the husiness.

At the present time we own in simple 28,065 acres of land, the
‘book value it has practically cost *us, isins the sxgenm of such im-
provements as we have made on it, belng $448,716.85. We found it
‘necessary to take money out of our business at other places and put
into this land in order that we t continue in the sheep business;
there were not men enough in that comn at that time raising hay,
in the Snake River Valley, where we are located, 'to provide us with
hay, 8o we could be assured of a supply in the winter, and we found
it mecessary to put money into land in order to get ralsing areas and
in order to have an assurance in the shape of hay agEInst these hard
‘winters. 'We had to do that or go out of business. he netunl value
to-day of those lands nnd water rights would be considerably higher

to ‘the unearned 'Inerement, the advances in the country, and of
course the sheep business gets mo credit for that. "We have leased for
grazing purposes from the States of Idaho and Alontana 42,120 acres
of lan v-&rmxﬁ privilezes from the Forest ‘Service, for-which we must
E e annually 8,000 to 10,000 tons of hay. This hay re-
quires /1abor, ‘either on the part-of ourselves or wthers, to produce, and
we have an average number of em lqzyees on the monthly pay roll of
199 men, whose average wages are .77, not including keep.

The salary aceount for general management for handling this In-
vestment and handling this business is $7,200 a year, and in order that
wyou may understand our labor charge is not padded I will state the

otal drawn !.? my brother and myself for managing this business is
‘$800 ench, and that 1s more than we have ever drawn until two years
ago, and we thought then we would have our salaries raised 850 per
month, but I feeél 'that we will ‘have ‘to reduee them this fall. These
costs are not estimntes ; they are taken direct from our books and sum-
mmarized for the sake of brevity, but there is an unlimited amount of
record, down to the canceled checks and the wvouchers. As 1 told you,
iour aceounts are divided In 155 necounts, keeping individually, as nearly
as we tan, every item that enters into the cost. The net results .of
‘these costs I have given you as above.

Bl - L - - - ®

Cost of production, wool and mutton.

Mutton. Wool.

Years, 1 3
Number | woentin [ Lamb | NUZT| yweght [ Wool
Chicago. flecces, | 01 Wool. | ‘receipts.

,807.01 | 98,467 | 851,361 | $149,330. 00
177,841. 98 90,772'| 617,905 | 142,118,17
12208371 | 81,830 | 554,347 | 88,958 48
1900 %, 146,096.68 | '88,134 | 601,508 | 114,375.79
A0 .. ceeevans 42,013 | "2,857,610 | 138,758.79 86,847 | 541,016 | 127,461.50

Total....| 225,807 | 13,000,150 | 709,478.17 | 445,850 12,007,127 | 022,253.03
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Clost of production, wool and mutton—Continued.

Price Miscellane-
Fewrs, received. |ions receipts, | LYpense.
$0.220 | $2,861:00 | $260,087.07
-8 46,274,380 300,234, 23
16 | 84,218.25 |  212,085.58
9 | wsn7|  Zmaz0s
2285 | T6.897.05 |  820,711.11

vemevevenies| 970,809.57 | 1,852,340.06

Total, expense column $1, 382, 340. 06
Interest on.lnvestment.nnt included in expense column_ 344,.168. 59
Total operating expense.. 1,726, 508. 66
Less receipts from every source other than wool and ;

mutton 279,309, 57
Total net cost of all wool and :mutton produced. 1,447,199.08
Per pound.

Cost of wool production per pound (allowing 6 per cent on
investment) = 20,2131
Average price received for wool for five years was————______ . 2007

Cost of mutton production per pound (allowing 6 per cent
on investment) L0507
Average priee received for mutton for five years was————____.. . 0497

Percentage of production of mmitton is 565 ; of wool, 435 per cent.
Losa and gain by years and aﬁerng;mam from Nov. 80, 1005, 1o Nov. 80,

Capital Interest.

Years.
Capital and | Borrowed | Total invest- | IA&ESE 08 | 1veorast | Tnterest
surplus. capital ment. 6 Pﬂ't»' paid. unpaid
1006 . .{§1,145,008.10 {8473, 223.23 |81, 618,926, 33 | 207,893, 58 (858,577, 03 [$38,216.55
1007, -_.| 1,250,855.08 | 552,628, 04 | 1,800,483.17 | 108,208.90 | 50,104/11 | 69, 10488
1908, - .| 1,270,462 4% | 761,357.69 | 1/885,743.13 | 111/044, 80 | 32/671.60 | 79/273/29
1900, | 1/232/420.25 | 585,931.76 | 1,918,361.01 | 115,101,060 | 40,244:43 | 74/857. 23
10107 01| 1,374,404 | 400,473.17 | 1,864,622, 63 | 111,695.36 | 20,178.72 | 82,716.64
T e R b e e P e e
VL TT L e KRR T LSS X LB BB o s e s S Y st

Toss and gain,

Years. Gain less Per cent

Gross gain. il;npald Net gain, | Notloss. |oflossor

107,152 45 ’}32, 035.

00 |$68,085.00 |........... 4.2
105,852.08 | 86,747.15 | 20,747.15 2.0
- A 4.0
it 1.0
TR A N 18 T TR T RS N e . 21
Total net loss for
Totalmetgainfor | . S

eewsawersfonnnan

AN canivaernes|rmavanans

- . - - - 4 L]
As an evidence that Canadn anticipates just such a condition as this,

let me quote from page 98 of the secretary's report:

“ There were 17 townships along the international boundary line
southeast of Wood Mountain, 11 townships southwest of Swiftwater,
and between 60 and 70 townships north of the Canadinn Pacific Rall-
way set apart for sheep grazing. ‘Quite an area in those districts ecan
yet be leased for sheep.”

In Salt Lake City, about a month ago, I found the cards of Messrs,
Willinm A. Dryden and W. T. Ritch, both marked * Department of
Agriculture, Canadian Government, Ottawa, Canada, Live-Stock Branch.”
1 met these gentlemen in Chicago whilst 1 was en route to Washington.
TUpon inquiry, found their mission to be @ study of conditions in Amer-
‘jea and elsewhere, with a view to improving and extending the outlet
for an increased production of 'Canadian mutton.

Now, they were very frank in their statements that theg' thought
it ‘would be a grand thing for ‘the weol industry of Canada If the
conld come to the United States market, nnd it would grow and develo
by leaps and bounds, and that pmb;iralir they eould suceessfully grow

sheep and cheaply produce them. they lack is a market.

e thin
I"Their own paniiatlon is not one-tenth of wﬁut ours is, and there is

no inducement for them to grow because thef can not compete with
the frozen meat themselves up there, but still they can skin us down
here, they having a new virgin country.

- - - . - * -
Mr. HEYBURN, Here is a suggestion that-I find among my
papers which is applicable to the statement of both of these men,
that the sheep business is not upon a satisfactory basis. That
means that men will not continue in the business and that the
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country will have to look somewhere else for the commodity
which they produce. I read from this memorandum:

DUTIES MUST BE HIGH EXOUGH TO COVER WIDE FLUCTUATION AEROAD.

The wide and severe fluctuations here and abroad must be provided
for in tarilf schedules, otharwise there would be times when the importa-
tions would be so great it would take years to dispose of the products
imported, thus -displacing our own manufactures for a time too long
to recover from. As an {llustration, the importation of wool par-
tleularly, during the Wilson-bill l:eriod. was so great it took us at least
four to five years to use up the importation of these wools that flcoded
the country at that time. The low fluctuation period found wools sell-
ing quite low at that time abroad and led to speculation on a wide scale.

I happened to find to-day some figures suggestive of that
point. I find here a list of the importations into the United
States of shoddy, which is the substitute in hard times for wool.
It can be made to look like woeol, and yet it is not wool, as we
understand the term, or as it is grown upon our ranches.

Under the McKinley law for the three years, 1891 to 1894, the
imports of shoddy into the United States were only 008,923
pounds. That is a very small item; it is insignificant as com-
pared with the business. But under the four years of the
Wilson law the importations of shoddy—now bear this closely
in mind—were 86,203,030 pounds. That is what the Wilson
law substituted for the woeol of this country.

Not only o, but the evil committed then and there continued
until that 86,000,000 pounds of shoddy had been absorbed by
manufacture, worn ouf, and discarded. It was not only that
they stopped the production of wool, but they brought in a sub-
stitute that sat in the seat of prosperity for years after the
Wilson law had been repealed. .

The total importation of shoddy in the last 13 years has been
only 6,751,000 pounds, as against eighty-six million and odd
hundred thousand pounds during the three years of the
Wilson law with free trade in wool. That is a very serious
consideration. It is the substitution in our market of an in-
ferior article; and I have never seen an item that so completely
demonstrated the evil of the substitution of foreign goods in
our market as the table of the importations of shoddy.

Mr. President, there is another curious fact in connection with

this matter. I have taken the table of the price of raw wool
in Boston. In 1896 the price was 16 cents; in 1910 it was
29 cents,

The price has fluctuated, and the table is interesting in that
respect, in the light of the suggestion I made a few moments
ago as to the necessity of having any legislation sufficiently
above and within protective lines to cover fluctuations. Just
notice the fluctuations in the Beston market in raw wool—in
1806, 16 cents; in 1000, 34 cents. That shows the effect of the
Dingley tariff law on the price of wool. It not only shut off
the importations, which had doubled in spite of the importa-
tion and substitution of shoddy, but it restored a condition of
prosperity in the wool business that enabled those men to get
on their feet and to again begin producing wool. You ecan not
put a flock of sheep in the market of production under four or
five years.

The sheep did not remain back somewhere where you could
go and drive them to the front again. They had gone out of
existence. In 1907 the price of wool was 32. In 1908, 30; in
1909, 35; and in 1910, 20,

Now, I take that from Bradstreet's Journal. I have no
doubt at all it is absolutely correct. Those are the Boston
prices of wool.

Mr. DIXON. What grade of wool is the Senator quoting?

Mr. HEYBURN. Raw wool

Mr. DIXON. What grade of raw wool?

Mr. HEYBURN. That is the standard quotation.

Mr. DIXON. Higher washed or Western Territory?

Mr. HEYBURN. That is western wool. I am speaking of
western wool.

Mr. DIXON. Washed or unwashed?

Mr. HEYBURN. T have that table available, and I can go
into it, but at the expense of more time than I care to occupy
now. And these arguments are frittered away by such triy-
ialities as that. I am speaking of the standard price of un-
washed wool, according to Bradstreet's quotations on the Boston
market.

During that same time scoured wool in Boston went from 48
in 1806 to 85 in 1910. Let us see how things move in unison.
Take cotton during the same time. See what effect these times
had on cotton. In 1806 it was 7.43, and in 1910 it was 14.45.
It will be observed that the fluetuations were just about on a
par with those of wool. The United States produces about one-
eighth of the wool of thé world, and the competing countries
are those that are not settling up and civilizing as rapidly as
our own. They are retaining their ranges and the conveniences
of wool production and we are losing them. Of course, with a
business made surely profitable, comfortably certain against

continual disturbance, we could build up the woel-raising busi-
ness in this country to the market of our uses or our consump-
tion. But the inducements are not sufficient. There is nothing
in the whole commercial world that is so continuously attacked
and threatened as wool production. There is not a Congress,
there is not a message, there is not a speech, in which some one
is m}}t proposing to change the duty or the commercial status of
wool.

This argument to which we have listened this afternoon does
not please me. It was strongly presented, but the presentation
of it was against the wool interests. It was calculated to
demonstrate that we could get along as well as we are now
getting along, and maintain the boasted prosperity of this time,
with an actual profection of only about T cents. It is not
friendly to the wool interests to urge that doctrine. In my
judgment it is not sound. The exception in the wool schedule
of skirtings could readily be adjusted by transferring it to
another section of the schedule. Why is it necessary to point-
out these evils, real or imaginary, unless you have a remedy?
Is there a man interested in the prosperity of the wool industry,
either ggw or manufactured, who does not realize that it is
running on too slight a margin, and that it is liable to frequent
disturbance and in continual danger of destruction? That being
the case, why should anyone come in here with an apology for
a fraud that has really, according to the argument, reduced the
actual duty on wool? .

In many instances this question is discussed from an erroneous
standpoint. Senators spend time juggling with figures here as
to. the price of this and that, and lose sighf of the real question,
which is, Shall the indusiry remain in the country at all? be-
cause if it does not remain no one is interested in whether it
is profitable or otherwise. Jf the sheep industry disappears,
and the production of wool shrinks at the rate that it did
under the free-trade régime, it is not material to know the
relation that the imports bear to the exports, or what would
have happened had something else occurred. I am only dealing
with it from the standpoint of maintaining and retaining this
industry in the country. You can not compel a man to remain
in a business by arguing to him that he ought to make a profit.
The man himself will be the judge of that. If the Senate were
to go in a body and insist that this business would be profit-
able the man upon whom whose energy and investments it
depended for its maintenance would laugh at you. He would
say, “Where is your pocketbook? Tho is going to be the
loger; you or I?" That is what he would say to you; and yet
we waste weeks and months here in discussing how tolerable it
may be to this man to skirt along the shores of failure and
ultimately to be overwhelmed.

You figure that they all can produce wool at one price, and
under one condition. My mind goes right to flocks and herds
in the country with which I am quite familiar, and I see one
man back 30 miles from the railroad. I have his statement
here. His wool must be hauled to the railroad on wagons. The
provisions consumed by his horses and his employees must be
haunled from the railroad. The items of expenses incident to
conducting a large business off the railroad are not necessary
to be taken into consideration by the man whose sheep pens
and shearing places are at the railroad, whose woal is earried
upon the grappling hook from where it is baled to the platform
by rolling it. You can not make a duty under which the second
man can barely live and make what somebody else would
call a reasonable profit, and force it upon the man who has
extraordinary conditions to confront him. And yet that has
been the whole effort here for weeks, not only in regard to wool,
but in regard to everything else. You are acting and talking
on the assumption that all men can produce commodities at as
low a price as the man who is best equipped and located for
their production. Someone has said we would compel the
factories and mills of the country to come up to the most
modern standard of equipment. You would. You would com-
pel every man fo be rich enough to do it.

If you had passed that loan-shark bill that we were discuss-
ing yesterday he possibly might manage to live. I can think
of no other conditions under which anybody would survive ex-
cept the man who could put in a factory equipped with wateh-
spring steel and the policy of large expenditures. You are
going o make the other men go out of business and tear down
their factories, forsooth, because they are not the most ex-
pensive that ean be maintained. I think not.. I would take
the other man as the basis, as the criterion. He is the man
who meeds the protection more than the other man, who can
build these magnificent factories and egnip them. It is the
man who has the one that is builded with his own money and
his own effort who is entitled to protection. He owns it. The
other man is merely the president of a company, and the stock-




3244

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

JULY 26,

holders are supposed to own thé property. To whom are you
going to give the first right? Whose rights are you going to
give first consideration to? Throughout all this discussion, in
my judgment, there has been serious error in apprehension of
the standpoint from which we must deal with the people. It
Is all the people. The poor man is entitled to at least the same
consideration as the rich. The wildest mistake I ever saw in
a political platform was that in the last Republican platform,
which talked about a “reasonable margin of profit.” I sup-
pose the man with a highly expensive mill would perhaps
manufacture and make a profit where the other man would
make none, and that is applicable to this business.

There are a large number of people in the United States
engaged in raising wool. The statistics say there are over a
million farms upon which sheep raising is one of the industries.
There are the people represented by that many farms inter-
ested in this business, and yet you spend your time here split-
ting hairs between the cost of producing fabrics in the mills in
New England or elsewhere. They say, “ Yes; let the American
producer go out of business and we will get our wool from some
other quarter.” It is rather interesting to see. @

There are 347,320,749 pounds of wool produced in North
America. We only produce 328,110,749 pounds of it. There is
a big margin, These mills suppose they will buy of these other
producers, or of the producers of South America, with its
436,000,000, or Europe, with its 804,000,000, or Asia, with its
210,000,000, or Africa, with its 139,000,000, or Oceania, with
its 756,000,000, They go on gaily assuming they will buy
cheaper than they could buy from our people. Just as soon as
those people find that we have no supply of our own they will
make the price. They will not ©nly make the price of wool,
but they will make the price of eloth and make the cost of
living, go far as it is affected by those things. They will make
it not for busy, industrious, prosperous people, but they will
make the price of those things for the man who lost his job
by reason of the business that he had been engaged in being
terminated. They will make the price for those people. They
will ‘make the price for the American who wears clothes and
needs the products of the flocks, and they will make the price of
the meat we eat. They will fix the price of his living.

Do you talk about the low cost of living, considered in con-
nection with this question? You are proposing to destroy not
only the opportunity of a livelihood through the wage-earning
capacity of the person employed, but you are going to destroy
the preduct of his labor.

I am old enongh to have seen it accomplished once pretty
effectually. I saw men hiring others to drive sheep off their
land, because the sheep were worth nothing and were eating up
what grew on the land. I saw in one season 35,000 sheep driven
by my home camp to hunt pasture, because they were outlawed
in the land where they belonged. They were driving them
around hunting some place where there was no one at home
and they could allow the sheep to eat. You will see it again, too.

Because, forscoth, they juggle fizures and perpetrate a fraud
in regard to the skirting proviso in the existing law, we must
accept that fraud as the standard of our future life. Once get
a fraud established and that is the end of it; it stays there; youn
are not allowed to disturb it. You conld not amend, if you are
going to amend, by simply transferring that provision to the
next section of the bill or eliminating the proviso. XNo, we have
gotten far from home in the discussion of this question. My
only sympathy in this hour is with those who are going to fol-
low it. I have listened patiently here, as much 8o as any Mem-
ber of this body, for days and weeks to the discussion of this
question. I do not suppose that I am going to shed any new
light in the minds of those to whom I speak. I do not know
that a man ought to say that kind of a thing; I think, perhaps,
he should not; but I feel a little that way.

But, nevertheless, it will never be said that when the contest
now pending is referred to in the future I sat here like an idiot
and did not know any better than to think that the juggling of
figures in regard to the technical affairs of weaving cloth con-
gtituted the consideration or discussion of this question. I am
not speaking for those people. Make the wool industry pros-
perous, and you will make the woolen mill prosperous.

I have some data here that I found last night in regard to
the number of mills that went out of business during that time,
They went out of business because there was no market for
their commodity.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Crark of Wyoming in the
chair). Does the Senator from Idaho yield to the Senator from
Ohio?

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes; I yield.

Mr. POMERENE. I am a new Senator in the Chamber., Will
the Senator kindly inform the Senate who was responsible for
that joker and the peculiar way in which it was drawn?

Mr. HEYBURN. That is another case of frittering away your
time in doing a useless thing. What would it avail anybody
to know who was responsible for it? I am not here to arraign
this man or that who may have perpetrated a wrong, innocently
or otherwise. That is no argument. Keep to the facts. The
main question here is what are you going to do with one of the
great industries of the country, not are you going to convict
some man who was in Congress 20 years ago of being either a
fool or a knave. You do not have to conviet him of it. He
has long since gone to his reward, and I hope his average was

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield further to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes.

Mr. POMERENE. I was simply asking for information, in
order that we may be on our guard in the future, if any mat-
ters of that kind are to be perpetrated upon tha public. That
was the purpose of my question.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, if that was done purposely,
it was not as bad as the complete annihilation of the industry.
It was doing it some injury, but it was not destroying it. Per-
haps the Senator had in his mind the idea of giving his Demo-
cratie brethren of that day a little boost for their wisdom and
custing some discredit upon the Republicans of that day, or
even of this day. That does not affect the right or wrong of
the question at all.

Mr. POMERENE. If to seek the truth——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield further to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. HEYBURN. I yield.

Mr. POMERENE. If to seek after the truth means what the
Senator seems to indicate it does mean, I think we should
pursue that inguiry further.

Mr. HEYBURN. * Mr. President, there is some truth that is
worth seeking after and some thaf is not. It is not worth while
to spend any time to determine the result of two and two, nor
is it worth while to spend any time to determine the mistake of
those generations that have gone before us. All there is in the
consideration of such deeds and such men is the good that they
have done; nothing else. I never go beyond it.

Mr. President, I might be led on to open up this guestion
but I am not going to do it.

Here is another eclass of men who would go out of business
to a large exftenft. In the State of Idaho we produced last year
1,473,000 tons of hay. Its value on the market was $13,257,000.
That was fed to live stock.

Mr. BORAH. We have another hay prodocer now. Canada
will furnish the hay now.

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes; and some of the border States and
some of the other States that produce hay will probably realize
that. But at this time I would merely call attention to the
effect that this law would have upon this class of people. The
injury here is twofold, or rather it presents two phases. Yon
firet destroy the market for this hay by destroying the flocks,
and then, if yon did not do that, you destroy the market by
opening it to competition with Canada. Canada grows as good
hay as we can. We know something about Canada. You can
stand with one foot on each side of the line and both feet will
rest npon the same character of possibilities.

But T merely called attention to that item. Not only will
that hay grower be out of business and all the people who are
engaged in it, but there is a large number of them who depend
upon it for a livelihood. Hay will keep. I know stacks of hay in
my State in preservation to my knowledge T and 8 years old; the
hay is just as good as it was the day it was put up.

I undertook to count the number of stacks per mile looking
out of a car window coming up one of our valleyg two or
three years ago, and they were so numerous I did not have
time to count them between geing in and going out of the
mile. That is no exaggeration. Just try it some time, There
are millions of tons produced. Those people will go out of
business, because they will have only a limited market for
their hay. There is no use in sending it somewhere else;
almost every other State is just in the same condition, the
law being of general application.

Live stock of all kinds are attached under the Canadian
bill which we passed, and which Canada probably will not pass.
Of course we had to set an example to the child. Being a large,
full-grown nation, we cheerfully and joyously passed what is
called the Canadian reciprocity bill. If looks now as though
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they would have to go to the people, as they call it, in Canada.
I bave heard lots of that kind of talk here, about people who
had their ear to the ground and were listening to the voice
of the people. The Canadians are doing the same thing. They
heard about our doing it and they thought they wonld do it
When they come back from the people you will not recognize
them. They would look like the fabulous picture of the
man who had been to see the editor, Those same moa probably
will not get back from the people; the people will send other
men there.

Mr., SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. HEYBURN. I yield.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. If they fail to receive the neces-
sary approval from the people there will be at least one comfort
for the champions of the propoesition, and that is that the print-
gaper feature of it will become a law without the consent of

anada.

Mr. HEYBURN. I have not been making war on the print-
paper people, because they are making war on themselves. They
lLiave been gradually destroying themselves, and I rather hope
they will either reform or complete the job before very long.
During all the discussion of this question I have not referred to
those people at all, because, as I said, they are committing busi-
ness and personal hari-kari.

Montana has $10,000,000 worth of hay. I expect she will be

interested if the flocks disappear. Those stacks will blacken.

there and wait for Republican prosperity to come along and
make a market for them. Idaho, according to the census,
averages 3 tons of hay to the acre. 8o it iIs pretty good
land. I do not know what they will do with that land when it
is no longer profitable to raise hay on it. They will raise
something else on it. Then they will find that this Canadian
treaty or this free-trade party in the country has destroyed their
market for it. The only salvation is to keep the old Republican
Party in power. When I say that I mean Repunblicans. I do
not mean Republicans who think that the Government did not
exist, or if it did exist was on a very uncertain and unsatisfac-
tory basis until they came into power.

When I speak of Republicans I mean men who believe in a
protective tariff that protects, men who never give a thought

to the prosperity of other nations of the earth until after they |

have made their own people so prosperous that they can sit
comfortably on their broad verandas and look out and survey
the world without any feeling of uncertainty in their minds
as to what may happen to them. I do not mean Republicans
who are always threatening some change of government or
change of policy. I say the country will never be safe until
you have the Republicans in power and in power fo stay and
until the people realize that they are there to stay. Then they
will commence doing business and they will not be afraid that
somebody is going to get up and say, “ Well, here we are pretty
prosperous; there is not much excitement going on; let us go
and bring in the people of some other country to disturb us,
to take away our job from us, or to take away our market
from us.” Let us get rid of those people. Let them maﬁe
their proclamations from their own cellars.

There is one ranch of which I happen to have the figures. A
ranchman, a friend of mine, in Idaho, produced 10,000 tons
of hay last year and fed it all to his own stock, and he had to
buy some of other people. He told the Commitiee on Finance
that with free wool or insufficiently protected wool he would go
out of business, not from choice but from necessity; that he
would go out of it because he could not make a living at it or
in it. ]

There is too much temporizing with this proposition to
change the wool doties. I do not mean to be harsh or to speak
lightly of any man, but it has seemed to me that men were
scared too easily. Just because somebody in some other place
proposes to reduce the dufy they get scared and say, “ Oh,
do not kill me entirely; only kill me halfway; I will split
it with you.”

The bill introduced by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor]
which proposes to recede to about 9 cents, and the bill intro-
duced by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La Forierre] which
proposes to recede to about 7 cents, are the result of fright,
political fright I mean, of course. They believe these people
can do anything they say they are going to do. I hope they
will get over it. When somebody tells me that they are going
to take away a part of what I have or all of it, I submit the
guestion to arbitration; I appoint myself arbitrator.

That is the condition here to-day. We are confronted with
a lot of compromise offers that weaken men who really believe

in protection, because yon know that instead of counting your
whole strength you have only a part of it. That is the trouble.

I had a Senator say to me in very recent hours that he
thought we would have to give up something. Why give up
something? Why not say to the other fellow * You can not get
it. We have got votes enough to keep you from rifling the
treasure chest of the people; you can not get it.”

Mpr, President, there was an old fellow from Wisconsin, Mr.
Sterecker, whe lives in Manitowoe, who made a statement be-
fore the Committee on Finance. I ask that this statement
made on behalf of the sheep feeder, showing the condition of
the enterprise, containing the statistics as to price and cost,
be inserted in the Rrcomp as a part of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection it is so
ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

STATEMENT OF AETHUR STERECKER, OF MANITOWOC, WIS.

Mr. STERECKER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the Senate ecommit-
:l?i\' I woutrid like to read a little data that I have on gheep feeding in

8 country.

I live at Manitowoe, Wik, and have been engaged in the sheep and
sheep-feeding industry for eight years past. During this perlod I have
fed about 200,000 head of sheep and lambs with varying success.

[Statement of the National Woolgrowers' Assoelation.]

General history of sheep feeding: The sheep feeder stands between
the grower, or the Eroduccr of sheep, and the butcher or packer, His
mission is to take the feeder sheep from the range or from the market,
properly fit it for slanghter, whiech process requires peculiar adaptability
and close attention to detail, and finally shipping the finished product
to the various market centers.

Faotors entering into sheep feeding: 1 find it convenient to make sev-
eral groups of the prineipal factors entering into the feeding or fatten-
ing of sheep for market, and will divide the subject as follows:

(a) The quality of sheep desirable for feeders: 1 have found that
the so-called coarse wools or mutton sheep give the largest returns in
proportion to the amount of feed consumed, though the investment is
perhaps a little larger, We purchase these sheep either by shipment
direct from the mountain ranges of the far West or buy them at Omaha,
Chicago, St. Paul, or other large markets.

(b) Imitial costs: To the first cost of an animal bought for feeding
purposes we might begin to add charges, the first item of which is
usually a commission ranging around 5 or 6 cents per head. Secondly,
whether bought on the range or the market, the ltem of freight cha
to the point of feeding enters into the calculation. In addition to the
above, we have genernf items of expense for traveling, ete.

(¢) Feed reguired: The predominant item in the feeding or fattening
of sheep or lambs is usually grain, wheat scree 8, or some substitute
therefor. Hay is a large, indispensable item, and at times we find it
profitable to use oil meal.

(d) Miscellaneous expense: This group includes such items as salf,
which ls indispensable. The dipping of sheep, required by gquarantine
regulations of the Government; shearing occasionally necessary; pas-
ture, where sheep are brought to the feeding station before the proper
time to feed has arrived; insurance loss and interest on the investment.
In addition to these miscellaneous items, we must consider the eguip-
ment, consisting of feed barms, yards, lots, feeder mangers, wagons,
horses, and tools necessary to earry on the business. These investments
are sometimes quite large, and the interest and depreciation or upke;x
thereon make a considerable charge per year on the sh or lambs 1
In my own ease my plant represents a cost of about $30,000. A large
item to be considered is that of labor.

() Marketing: After the finishing or fatfening process s over
we go to market. Here n we encounter freight charges from the
point of feeding to market, yardage, and commission, and our gross
cost is only ascertainable after all these costs have been added.

Concrete illustrations: 1 have thought the best way to give this
committee an exact ldea of the costs and hazards met with by the
feeder in handling his business would be to give the exact resmlts, in
fizures, of my own experience In the past year In the feeding of
one lot of sheep and one lot of lambs.

About the 15th of October, 1910, I began to feed about 6,000 cwes
which I had shipped in from Montana or purchased elsewhere. For
convenience in I have reduced the results to a per head basis,
taking 1,000 of sheep for the unit.

EXAMPLE NO. 1.

Cost and result of feeding 1,000 Monfana ewes.

First cost per head on range. $1.65
Freight paid and feed en route to Chicago . BT
Total cost in feed yards 2.32
Hay, $13 per t one-half pound per day per head for 105 da
Oalf' ssaw._%% 0:"1,000, or gg cents perhead. . _______ ﬁ .84
ings, Sff.?ﬁ Ber ton, 23 pounds per day, for 105 days, or
$1,539.25 per 1,000, or 1. 54
Co{n 50 cents per bushel, 1 pound per day, 50 days, or §446.50_ . 3’{1;
Salt =
Insurance (1% per cent on 85 per head) - ________ 2 A
Loss from death and unavoidable causes A
Interest (at 7 per cent on $3.84, average value) - ______ .07
Labor .24
Interest and depreeciation on equipment .18
Total cost rcedlnﬁ per head 2.90
Tirst cost sheep per hea 92 a8
Yardage, feed, commissions, etc., Chicago .12
Total cost per head sold 5. 24
Net returns on Chicago markef, weighing 109 ________ 4 .58
Showing loss per head of .70

And I will state to the committee that those ewes topped the market
every day they were in there for that class of ewes—well-fed western
eWes—i
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Senator CrARk of Wyoming. Taking out your interest charge there,
would it show a loss or a gain?

My, Srereckrg. It would show a loss—a considerable loss.

Senator Crark of Wyoming. It would still show a loss?

Mr. STERECKER. Yes, sir. The Interest charges amount to, interest
and depreciation, 16 and T cents—that is, only 23 cents charged for
interest and depreciation for both the sheep and the plant. BSo that
would only bring that down to 53 cents loss per head, regardless of
interest and depreciation,

EXAMPLE NO. 2.

On Oct. 1 T began the feeding of 1,000 lambs at Manitowoe.
These lambs cost $6.25 r hundredweight, weighing 52
pounds at Chicago, or, eac

aQ $3.35
Freight to Manitowoe, Wis., from Chicago

=12
Commission charges - LS T
Total, first cost, each 3. 53
Feeding cost: i
Clover hay, at $§14.50 per ton, § pound per day per head, or
£487 per 1,000, or, per head . 487
Bereenings bought locally at $11.75 per ton, 2 pounds per
head for 40 days, § pound for 50 days, $§810 per $1,000,
or, per head._ .81
Corn. 50 cents per bushel, 1 pound per day for 50 days,
$366 per 1,000, or, per head WIS . 366
0il meal, 3 pound per day per head for 30 days, or $§103.75
per 1,000, or, per head 104
Miseellaneous expense :
Salt, per head . 001
Labor for 90 days’ feed, per head 2t
Insurance, per head (1% per cent on $§5 per head) -~ 01
Loss per head, from deaths, etc IS . 08
Interest, per head (7 per cent on average value, $4.92)___ .081
Interest and depreciation equipment, per head. oo __ 16
Muaking a total cost of feeding per head amounting to___. 2. 323%
First cost on Chicago market 3. 53
F_‘ﬁfbt. Manitowoe to Chicago, per head_______________ .14
Yardage and selling commissi 712
Total cost., per head, sold 6.113
Jan. 2, 1911, sold 980 lambs, Chicago, at average price, per
head, of 5.12

Thus showing a loss of the difference, or 903 cents per head, or
a loss on 1,000 head of lambs fed amounting to $0.995.

On this garticu]nr lot of lambs—as you will note, I purchased them
weighing 52 pounds—the selling wei;x,}ht was 80 pounds, thus showing
‘a net gain during a 90 days’ feed of 28 pounds, the total cost of which
was $2.78, or about 10 cents per pound. The ﬂnisheddproduel: welzhing
80 pounds should have sold at least for $1.50 per hundredweight higher
than was the cost of the original feeder lambs which I purchased. As a
matter of fact, I sold them at an advance of only 5 cents per hundred-
weight over and above the price Fa!d as firat cost per hundredweight.
This accounts in a large measure for my heavy loss,

1 have endeavored to ascertain why the market had declined so seri-
ously during the fall and winter months, and have come to the conclu-
slon that it was owing to the agitation for free meats and a general pre-
diction of lower prices for sheeP. owing to the fact that Congress had
threatened to remove the protection both from wool and mutton,

The feeding of sheeq upon screenings and other by-products of agri-
culture has grown to be a magnificent Industry. It Is estimated last
year that approximately 6,000,000 sheep were fed in the United States
upon such produets. 1t is my judgment that the men engea;iged in this

eep feeding lost close to $1 per head on each sheep handled.

The feeding of sheep Is a matter of importance not only to the sheep
feeder but to the Eeneral farmer of the Middle West, as it offers him a
good market for his products and hundreds of these farmers directly
engage In this enterprise themselves,

t appears to us, as sheep feeders, that we are able to furnish all the
mutton that this Nation can consume, at fair prices, and It seems to us
dangerous to lay down the bars and admit free sheep from Canada and
free mutton from the world, Had our sheep feeders and sheep breeders
received an unfair price for their products in the past the consumer
mizht be justified in demanding a reduction, but since we have so fully
shown that the average price received for sheep by the feeder is smalil
the consumer can not justly have any complaint from this source.

I fully believe that if our markets are given to the sheep breeders
of the Canadian Northwest they will develop a sheep Industry of ap-
proximately 20,000,000 head. With the rapid development of her agri-
cultural lands and her increased production of cereals it necessarily
follows that the breeders of Canada will have access to vast quantities
of cheap Canadian sheep foods, and if these sheep are to be permitted
to enter this country free of duty it surely means that our breeders
must sacrifice sheep feeding In this Nation, or else move to Canada and
develop the Industry there, where feed and other necessaries are ob-
tained at a lower cost. As an evidence that the Canadians are already

reparing to take over our feeder market, I wish to quote from Bulletin
glo. 12 of the Canadlan department of agriculture, page 47:

“ During the past few years sheep and lamb feedlng has been carried
on quite extensively at grain-shipping centers in Canada, At Moosejaw,
Port Arthur, and other points sheep fattening has become an important
indunstry. At these places very large quantities of elevator screenings,
congisting of broken wheat, weed seeds, and short pleces of straw, are
cleaned out of wheat prior to reshipping. The value of this material as
food for fattening sheep and lambs is very high, producing ra?ld zaing
in weight and mutton of excellent quality. Previous to the fall of 1905
large quantities of screenings were annually exported from Fort William
and Port Arthur to feeding yards in Minnesota, but since then this by-
product has been fed at Port Arthur.”

Fven in the face of our present tariff the Canadian sheep man has
found our markets an important point for the disposal of his sheep.

: Qiunting again from the above bulletin, on page 93, we have the fol-
owing :

“ In the year ending April 1, 1907, the exbport of lambs from Ontario
to the Unifed States amounted to about 125,000 head.”

Every lamb or sheep that is brought from Canada to this Nation dis-

laces one that is raised here. he product of the Canadian shee];
Ereeder, if this treaty is enacted, will come directly in competition wit
farmers of the Middle West and will probably mean

the small shee
%ave to sacrifice the sheep industry.

that they will

The admission of mutton from Australin, New Zealand, South
America, and other countries should be strongly condemned, for it
must be admitted that meats, on their cheap lunds and with thelr
cheap labor, can be produced at a_ very much smaller amount than
can be done by the breeders of the United States. If it were possible
that the benefits of the admission of these foreign meats would be
accorded to our consumers, there would at least be some argument
in its favor, but it Is admitted by uall authorities that the packing
interests of the United States are now In control or will shortly
control the dressed meats of all forelgn countries, and in order for
these meats to reach the consumer of this country they will have to
pass through the same hands that have been responmsible for the high
prices in the past.

Senator LA FoLrLerre. How long have you been engaged in this
business ?

Mr. STERECKER. About elght years.

Senator LA FoLuerre. -How extensively—how many sheep do you
feed annually, on the averaﬁe? ‘

Mr. SteErEckeR. I have fed all the way from 15,000 to 25,000, at
different ﬁ;’mts in northern Illinois and Waukesha, Wis., and in Mani-
towoe, Wis.
thlsenator? La ForrerTeE. How was the market prior to January of

s year

Mr. STERECKER. It was low In the fall, in October—September, Octo-
ber, November, and December. It was the lowest market we have seen
for a good wh‘lle: that is, the feeding of stock, what we call the feeder
end, but it was still lower after January. There has been an unusual
marketing of sheep this fall and winter, some say more so than in a
good many years.

Senator LA ForuerTe. That is, more sheep have been marketed?

Mr. STERECKER. Yes, sir,

Senator La ForLerTe. Do you think the agitation

My. STERECKER. I think the agitation has had the most to do with
it: there is no other apparent reason. It seems to be foolish to carry
this stuff and send it on to the market.

Senator CLArk of Wyoming. I was going to ask you If you know—
I confess that I do not, although I live In the sheep country and hear
constant complaints—I think it is the fact that for the last year, or
since the last shearing took place, the wool market has been practically
dead. !

Myr. STERECKER. It has. .

Senator CLAaRE of Wyoming. In other words, there are many of the
sheepmen in the country in which I live—a State which perhaps has
a8 many sheep and as much wool as any other State in the Union—
who haye been accustomed for years to contract beforehand for the
¢lip for a long while, and I did pot know but what during the entire
spring they were unable to bring that wool at any figure, and the price
of the wool now ; that is, the wool on the range, or at a station where
it is shipped. Two years ago it was practically from 50 to 75 per cent
higher tBan it is now.

AMr. STERECKER. A vear ago you could get for a lot of fat sheep
waool—surrounding Chieago, say—you could get from 22 to 25 cents a
pound. The price now is from 10 to 18; 18 is an extreme. You
might say from 15 to 17.

Senator Crark of Wyoming. And that dlscretgnucy in price oceurs in
the mutton sheep, just the same as it does in the wool.

Mr. STERECKER, Oh, yes, sir; the two collectively.

Senator Crarx of Wyoming. So that the loss is heavy all around?

Mr. STERECKER. The loss Is very heavy all around. have met men
this winter—I meet probably 20 or 30 every time I go to Chicago—
and they all have lost, every one of them. You must have a change
of value as well as tyuur gain to pay for feeding. You must change
your sheep so that If you buy lamb at 6 or 61 cents you must change
these lambs to at least 7 or 8 cents. You understand what I mean;
you must change the value of those sheep to get the value of the lower
grade of sheep to get a profit ont of them.

This year there has been mo change in value, the fat sheep having
sold no ilgher than the feeder at any time during the winter,

Senator KERN. You say wool has been reduced about 10 cents a pound ?

Mr. SterpckKER. The last year.

Senator KerN, About 10 cents a pound?

Mr. STERECKER, Yes, sir,

Sepator KerN. The mutton about the same?

Mr. STERECEER. The mutton more than that—mutton, not lambs
migll{_ A year ago we were selling lambs at from 831 to 9 cents a
pound, clipped lamb.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr, President, I am going to leave the
sheep industry at the mercy of fate. If these people have to
stand and mark time in the business world for four years, they
can do it; but when the command “ forward, march” comes at
the end of that time from some great commander who knows
what it is to be a Republican, and they advance their foot, it
will be to crush out trimmers and those who give in when a
fight is put up to them.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, a number of others wish to
speak on the pending measure from whom the Senate would
probably rather hear than from me, as I confess to having been
rather prolix on a former occasion when a wool tariff schedule
was under discussion. <

The speech of the Senator from Montana [Mr. Dixox] has
had in it very much with which I agree, although I am not
ready to admit that the general ruling wool prices in London
are so near the Boston prices as now, or that first-class wool
has received never above 5 cents per pound protection.

The 1010 Statistical Abstract shows:

Total production of wool (in grease) in the United
States AT Imunrl-
Total amount of wool of all kinds Imported into the
TUnited Btates, including wool on skins____pounds__
Total amount collected on this importation__ $21, 128, 725. 74

Showling a revenue collected per pound of, on an aver-
age ; _ ~cents__ 84!
A small amount of this imported wool was scoured and some
washed, both of which took a higher (ariff rate than the regu-

lar 11 cents per pound on class 1 and 12 cents on class 2; but,

821, 862, 750
263, 928, 232
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on the other hand, 120,721,019 pounds of wool were of the third
class, about 19 per cent of which took a tariff of T cents per
pouund, while about 81 per cent, or nearly 100,000,000 pounds—
over one-fourth of our total importation—brought a revenue
of but 4 cents per pound.

Thus it is fair to assume, I think, even allowing for the
American woolgrowers’ loss of percentage of protection through
importation of skirted wool and wools of less shrinkage than
ours of this country, so fully described by the Senator from
Moutana, that we have nevertheless received in normal times
from 53 to 8 ceuts real protection for American growers of
No. 1 wool shrinkiug 663 per cent, and sometimes the full 11
cents, when the woolgrowing industry was not menaced by
threats of tariff revision, tarifl repeal, and so forth.

I wish to say in explanation of what I alluded to a few
moments ago when I interrupted the Senator from Montana,
that the importation of skirted wools has been of insidious
growth, It was done, in the first place, without permission,
done in a sort of fraudulent way, as there was no affirmative
law permitting it, and insufficient statutes against it. Finally,
in later legislation—the Dingley Act—the woolgrowers, dealers,
and all parties concerned, consented to it. The growers, all
along, have been cognizant of the fact that they have not been
gefting constantly the full benefit of the 11 cents per pound
rate on first-class, heavy-shrinkage wools. Unfortunately, we
have had long periods of abnormal conditions which have de-
pressed the American wool market and greatly reduced the
tariff benefit to the grower. During the free-wool period fol-

]
lowing the passage of the Wilson-Gorman Act, and especially
after the elections predicated the reimposition of tariff on
wools, several hundred million pounds of wool and immense
quantities of woolen goods in excess of current needs were
imported free, and for some three years the market was loaded
down with this free wool and cloth.

Then we have had, as now, threatened free wool or greatly
reduced tariff ; mills running on reduced time; trade sluggish,
and prices drooping, until at times our wool prices in Boston
and New York have been but from 2 to 3 cents higher than
those in London.

In fact, the constant nagging at Schedule K, the threat of
free wool, and the certainty that the tarif on wool and
woolens would be made a political football for the time being
and probably for a number of months longer, has had its deadly
effect during the past two seasons, and the value of wool in the
United States has shrunken to almost the foreign value, and
the flockmasters are struggling hard to pay taxes and preserve
their herds. It is but the truth to say that nearly all the
large woolgrowers of to-day are carrying substantial debt loads
caused by the hard winters and drought of the past two years
and the low prices on wool due to the continual lambasting of

*Schedule K and everything and everybody connected with it or

giving a good word for it.

This last spring, curiosity to know exactly what our wools
would bring in forelgn markets caused a shipment of wool to
be made from the United States to Bradford, England, which
was disposed of with the following results: -

Resulls of sale of Uniled States wool in Bradford, England.

. Current
Grease Beoured ‘:’;"f“]‘}l ret- | Philadel-
Lot No. Grade. Shrinkage. B r;;réi?g{’d. - gﬂmml.ﬂ delphia in phia price
[ord. was at the
Cents per Cents Cents per Cents per
Per cent. nd. n{fw nd. nd
98| HalEhlood WRamIng . . o e T s Crda b e A T e e e e 05 15.71 e 4488 e 14.69 o 18
SRR T e T el M S S T T TR L S W TN R 7 12.67 43.70 1171 14
A e T O e e e N e S S S e s 58 16. 50 39. 24 15.45 191020
gt T e R R e L s 45. 62 44

In the above calenlation, freight and insurance at the rate of y; cent per pound are taken as the cost of delivering wool in Bradford; and in figuring the net price in
Philf;lelphje (sold Bradford), the cost of delivering wool in Bradford and the selling commission are deducted.

case of

From this table it will be noted that—

the scoured wool, the freight may be higher than on the grease wool, and the net price in Philadelphis proportionately lower.

WITHDRAWN FROM WAREHOUSE FOR CONSUMPTION.

Pounds, Value.

558,973 | $114, 046,00
42,650 | 11,380, 00
367,928 | 47,098.00

Transactions in weol at the paﬂm ofjfﬁ*“‘" for the weeking ending July

ENTERED FOR IMMEDIATE CONSUMPTION.

Half-blood Wyoming was worth : Cents per pound.
In Philadelphia 18. 00
In Bradfo 15. 71
. A difference of 2.29
Wyoming original (unsorted) was worth:
In Philadelphia 14. 00
In Bradfor 12, 67
A difference of 1.33
Medium Montana was worth ;
In Philadelphia - 18, 20
In Bradfo 16. 50
A difference of 2,70

However, the real difference, if an American woolgrower
should seek to sell in a foreign market, would be greater, be-
cause of expenses of exportation charges, including freight,
insurance, commission, and so forth.

The natural effect of the low prices in this country is to cut
down the importations of wool, as will be noticed from the
following tables showing the importations at Boston during two
successive weeks in this present month :

Transactiong in wool at the port of Boston during the weck ending
Wednesday, July 12, 1911,

ENTERED FOR IMMEDIATE CONSUMPTION.

Pounds, Falue,
T e I e 30 $7.00
e B S N R A F AN L E T =l 12,387 2, 869.00
GRS [ e s e e e e T 54,063 9,937,00

ENTERED FOR WAREHOUSE.

0 R e e e N L D ST e L e None. None,
G R R TR R R S e B T L 32,163 $8, 308. 00
i R S e e S L T 627,160 4+ 46,

XLVIT—204

FaLn o R e

None, |.veeeerrnens

195, 606 $31, 360
L e e e e i 229,611 $47,757
L T R e 15,076 3845
(N E R T o] el [ L DO el L Al i = LT 13,875 3,462

WITHDEAWN FROM WAREHOUSE FOR CONSUMPTION,

362, €00 §37,018

40,161 9,

121, 354 15,424

As some quotations of market prices have been made, I shall
ask permission to insert in my remarks at this point in the
Recorp a very complete list of prices current July 15, 1911, of
domestic wools in Boston and also foreign wools at the same
place, the latter being, of course, with duty paid. The reader
in examining these figures will be obliged to follow the descrip-
tion carefully as te whether wools are unwashed, washed, or
scoured :

Bosgton wool market, July 15, 1911,
DOMESTIC WOOLS.
Ohio and Pennsylvania Fleeces.

_gg%atne washed gg at gﬂ
Fine unmerchantable 2i :,: 2%
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.
One-half blood combing. 25

Three-eighths blood combing 243
gne -fourth hloodlgc]?nﬂgm, 5 ¢ rog 54{
ne-half, three-eighths, and one-four co\‘.hing___-_..,“_.
Delaine, unwashed 24
Fine, unwashed 20
Michigzan, Wisconsin, and New York Fleeces.
Fine, unwashed 18
Delaine, unwashed 283
One-half blood, unwashed ~d
Three-eighths blood, unwashed 24
One-fourth blood 23
One-half, three-eighths, and one-fourth clothing___________ 19
Kentucky, Indiann, and Missouri Fleeces,
Three-eighths blood —
One-fourth blood 23
Breid 21
Binck, burry, and seedy cotts 15
Georgla 20
SCOURED BASIS.
Texas,
Fine, 12 months 52
Fine, B to 8 months 45 .
Fine, fall 42
Californin,
Northern .- 48
Aliddle county. 40
Southern 4 45
Fall, free. 40
Fall, defective 32
Oregon,
Eastern No. 1, staple g 3 ERSRE )
Bastern, clot hzlnx = —
Valley No, 1 406
Yalley No. 2 44
Valley ‘\To 3 39
Territory.
Fine, gtanle 55
Fine medinm, staple 53
I“!ne, clothing Bo
ehmedlum clothing 47
One— alf blood combing 52
Three-eighths blood combing 50
One-fourth blood combing. 47
Pulled.
Extra 52
Fine, A : 50
A supers 40
D supers. 41
C supers a6
Fine combin 1]
Medinm combing 48
Coarse combing_ 40
Californin, finest 48
California, second 3 47

I'OREIGN WOOLS.
CLASSES [ AND IT—SCOURED BASIS.

Australian.
Port Phillp combing:
Ois 80
60z 76
108 83
808, 86
80z fine clothing 88
New Zealand,
Crossbreds
30s to 40! 44
40s to 44s. 49
405 to 48s 52
508 62
60s G0
Geelong 40s o8
Geelong 50s 64
Geelong 50s 63
Geelong G0s 70
Montevideo,
Grease :
Prlmern 33
One-half blood = 35
Thme-elxhthg blood 33
Argentine Crosshreds.
Lincoln 29
Btraight one-fourth blood wess B
High one-fourth blood ey 83
English and Irish.
Lincoln wether : 88
Irish hogs, super 39
Irish wether 37
Shropshire hogs 40
Shropshire wether 39
CLASS III.
Aleppo washed 31
Angora " 17
Bokhara, eolors 17
Bokhara, white : 24
China combing. 29
China, ordinary. 15
honsko[ ordinary 30
Jorias. 306
Kandahar :ii"':
Karadi, cholce_- a7
Karadl, ordinary- 20
Islmrassan, first elip : 28
Khorassan, second clip. 22
Tvranean 1T
Viekancer:. : 84
Scotch 28
Mossul 26

at 26
at 25%

On a former occasion, when there was some discussion of
wool duties in progress in this Chamber, the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr, Wirrraas] sneeringly remarked that he would
have the wools raised in foreign countries rather than in our
own, because of better conditions in foreign climes than in curs;
that it was not necessary for the United States to raise the
bananas we eat mor the wool we consume, treating them as
baby industries which must be braced up and supported by an
outrageons bounty, but that we should turn our lands and our
energies toward raising erops of a more stable variety, and let
the foreign countries raise the wool, and so forth.

Well, Mr. President, we have to some extent been doing that.
The party to which the Senator from Mississippi belongs has
on many oceasions shown an earnest of its desire to relieve
the woolgrower, and to some extent the manufacturer, of all
assistance and encouragement, and the other countries have
had every opportunity, considering the large amount of wool we
have been compelled to buy from them in addition to that we
have raised, to cultivate, extend, and enlarge the sheep and
woolgrowing industries. But, nevertheless and notwithstand-
ing this fact, the world's supply of wool does not increase with
rapidity, does not nearly increase as fast as the population,
and the ratio of increase in woolgrowing in the United States
compared with the growth in population has been fully as great
as that of the most favored nation on earth in the woolgrowing
line during all of those periods when we have had uninter-
rupted benefits from an adequate tariff. We need more wool
and usge more woel per capita than any other country. In fact,
we use nearly one-fifth of the whole world's product, which is
less than 3,000,000,000 pounds, notwithstanding our population
is only, say, 95,000,000, as compared with 1,520,000,000, the
approximate total population of the world.

To show the countries in which the numbers of sheep have
increased or decreased during the 15 years between 18)4 and
1910, I submit the following table:

The world’s production of shecp, 1894-1910.

In- De- In- Da-
o Gam (o 8 e |
). | lions). Ekms). (Llon.s). cent). | cent).

w102 178 v 7
| 6 s T S e
0 11 RAEURT T Ans e X

Oceanica (lncludtng ustralasia). 119 115 |- -

From this it appears that North America is the only continent
in which there was an increase, and this increase, amounting
to 31} per cent, has been due to the protective tarlff act passed
in 1807, the so-called Dingley law. Europe in the meantime
has decreased her number of sheep T} per cent; Oceanica, in-
cluding Australasia, has decreased hers 3% per cent, while
South America has just held her own.

I am aware of the prevailing belief that we are not keeping
up with the times in sheep and wool growing; that we are be-
ing eclipsed by the great woolgrowing countries of Oceanica
and South America; but the cold facts and figures show that
North America leads them all—and in this connection the
United States may bé considered pretty nearly as “ North
America.”

Returning to the matter of proportion of increase in popula-
tion and sheep, we will go back some years.

In 18380 we had 50,155,000 people and 40,500,000 sheep, or 807
sheep to each 1,000 people, or 45 per cent sheep and 55 per cent
population,

After the four succeeding years and in 1884—after which
time the effect of the tariff act of 1883 became apparent—wve
had 55,000,000 people and 050,500,000 sheep, giving figures in
round half millions, or an increase of 918 sheep per 1,000
people, or 13} per cent in proportion, bringing the percentage
of sheap up to 48 per cent, as against 52 per cent population.

Under the depressing influence of the. fariff act of 18383 we
ran down hill again, as follows:

In 1880 we had 61,000,000 people and 42,500,000 sheep, or G697
sheep to each 1,000 people, a decrease of 24 per cent in the pro-
portion, leaving the percentage of sheep 41 per cent and that
of population 59 per cent.

Then followed the McKinley Tariff Act and adequate protec-
tion, with the result that in 1803 we had 66,000,000 people and
47,000,000 sheep, or 712 sheep to each 1,000 people, an increase
of 2 per cent in 4 years, or 42 per cent sheep to 53 per cent
population.

Then followed the Wilson law, and in 1897 we had 70,000,000
people and 87,000,000 sheep, or 528 sheep to each 1,000 people, a
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decrease of 20 per cent in the proportion, or 35 per cent sheep
to 65 per cent population.

Then came the Dingley Act of 1897, continued by the Payne
Act of 1909, and in 1910 we had 92,500,000 people and 57,000,000
sheep, or 616 sheep to each 1,000 people, an increase of 163
per cent in 13 years, making the proportion 38 per cent sheep
to 62 per cent population.

These figures show clearly and conclusively that if we would
permit an adequate tariff to remain undisturbed in protection
of the woolgrowers we would constantly increase our proportion
of sheep as compared to population, and would ultimately raise
all the sheep we would need for wool to clothe our people and
for meat foods such as are furnished by mutton to support our
inereasing population.

Furthermore, looking at the matter from a revenue view-
point: Schedule K has brought into the Treasury of the United
States since the Dingley law was enacted nearly $400,000,000.
Last year the revenues from Schedule K were as follows:

TUnmanufactured $21, 128, 728, 74
Manufactured 20, 771, 964. 26
Total 41, 900, 693. 00

As revenue producers sugar stands first, with retnrns for
1910 of $53,039,304.17, being an average rate of 52.27 per cent
ad valorem.

Wool stands second, with returns for 1910 (as above) of
$41,900,693, being an average rate of 44.31 per cent on un-
manufactured and 90.12 per cent on manufactured, ad valorem.

Cofton stands third, with returns for 1910 of $38,077,844.04,
being an average rate of 56.04 per cent ad valorem.

Tobacco stands fourth, with returns for 1910 of $24,124,239.34,
being an average rate of 81.11 per cent on leaf tobacco and 84.30
per cent on unmanufactured tobacco, ad valorem.

So it appears that wool stands second to-day as a revenue
producer, and at a lower ad valorem tariff than any one of the
other leaders.

The reports of the Census Bureau will show as the number of
wage earners in textile industries in 1009, 834,000. Of these,
abont 300,000 were engaged in wool manufacturers, including
hosiery and knit goods of wool or part wool, and nearly 600,000,
inclusive, were engnged on wool, if we include the manufacture
of hats, eaps, clothing, and so forth.

The latest wool fizures give the value of the total manufac-
tured wool product in 1909 a trifle over $500,000,000, and the
value of the cofton product something over $625,000,000.

Interested in the growing of the wool are more people than
there are engaged in manufacturing and working up the mate-
rial, probably two to one.

The total number of sheep in the world is less than 700,000,000,
the number having shrunken in the last 15 years about 40,000,000
head, while the world’s increase in population during the same
period amounted to nearly or quite 100,000,000. But during the
15 years mentioned, while the world's total number of sheep has
sbrunken 40,000,000, the sheep of this country have increased
from less than 38,000,000 to 57,000,000,

Of the total number of 700,000,000 sheep mentioned, this coun-
iry raises about one-twelfth; but of the wool raised for market
our proportion is more than one-ninth, while our econsnmption
of wool is over one-sixth and nearly one-fifth of the whole, as
before stated. The Unifed States, as I have also said before,
consumes far more wool than any other nation in the world.

But, Mr. President, the mutton proposition is a nfost impor-
tant feature affected by Schedule K. Removal of the duty on
wool will put the mutton grower out of business as well as the
woolgrower, excepting the growers of small bunches raised and
conducted near large centers of population where early lambs
and rare cuts bring high prices. The great mutton supply for
the millions, that must be raised far away from market in the
country where there is only grazing land, which does not ripen
the mutton for market, where sheep must be transported by cars
or boat from long distances to the corn-growing localities and
there finished and then again reshipped and transported to the
markets, can not be produced for the returns on mutton alone
with wool a mere by-product., With both wool and meat as
principal products, we can increase, as I have before remarked,
both our wool and mutton supply up to our demands.

Of course the cost of raising beef, mutton, and wool—indus-
tries which require vast stretches of land for pasturage and for
the raising of forage and grain—must increase rather than de-
crease as the population becomes denser and higher cultivation
and price of land become necessary. But with -better care,
more liberal feeding, and first-class prices for first-class articles
the returns will also be larger.

Again, as land increases in value, so must agricultural crops
in all lines pay better returns.

Mr. President, in 1900 there were 10,181,615 persons engaged
in agriculture. Of these, 4,410,877 were agricultural laborers,
the balance farmers, stock raisers, dairymen, and so forth.
Later figures would probably increase the numbers.

Now, Mr. President, are these more than 10,000,000 people, and
nearly 5,000,000 laborers in the fields, to be condemned to free
trade or a free-raw-material policy for everything they raise,
while manufactured products of all kinds which they use and
have to buy are the beneficiaries of a protective tariff? .

For, even with the measures proposed by the Demoeratic
Party and by those of the Republican Party who believe in
lower duties, there remains protection for the manufacturer as
agalnst nothing, or nearly nothing, for this great mass of agri-
cultural laborers; for an owner—farmer, stock raiser, or dairy-
man—is as much a laborer as his hired man, and oftentimes
more so, for while the hired man or hired woman puts in the
8 hours a day contracted for, the owner and his family are
often engaged 12 to 18 hours a day in order to keep the pot
boiling and make both ends meet.

We, as patriotic and progressive Americans, must live and let
live, and I can assure my brother Senators, and wish them to
believe me when I say it, that less protection for the sheep
growers than they now have means the practical wiping out of
the woolgrowing interests of the United States.

I was here in this Chamber—I believe I was sitting in the
very seat near which I now stand, although I was an ex-
Member of the Senate at the time—and talking with the then
chairman of the Finance Committee, Mr, Voorhees, and to an-
other prominent member of the Finance Committee, Mr. Jones
of Arkansas. It was during President’s Cleveland’s adminis-
tration, when the Wilson bill was under consideration, and L
then prophesied what would be the effect of free wool. While
I do not claim to be a “genuine” prophet, the effect, never-
theless, was as I then stated it would be, and it will be that
again, )

Then the last sundry civil appropriation bill was up there
came an amendment from the Democratic side of the aisle,
voted for unanimously, I think, by that side, that the Tariff
Ioard should take up the wool proposition and should give us
the benefit of its investigation before we mef in December;
and I beg of Senafors upon that side and upon this side to
carry out in good faith what was then done, what we have a
right to expect, and not undertake to attack an industry that
affects the million people directly interested in the woolgrow-
ing interest and auxiliary interests without having befter in-
formation than we now have. There were no hearings granted
at the other end of the Capitol. We have had none here. We
have the Tariff Board agents all over the United States now at
work on wool and woolens; also in the foreign counftries which
raise or manufacture wools. It is a mere matter of waiting
until next fall; and then, while we are not ready—at least I
am not—to say that we are giving more protection to the wool-
grower than we should allow, at the same fime I believe I
speak faithfully for the woolgrowers all when I say that they
are ready to meet the issne and ready to take whatever may
be your mature judgment, and to try to live under it after the
case has been fully and impartially made up on the issues joined
and judgment rendered. v

Mr, BACON. Will the Senator permit me to ask him a ques-
tion?

Mr. WARREN. Certainly.

“Mr. BACON. I think it is extremely unjust to those who are
engaged in this attempt to legislate to say that we are proceed-
ing blindly, without any information; and I simply want to ask
the Senator from Wyoming if it is not trne that two years
ago there were most complete, full, and ample hearings, all of
which are now in print, available for the information of Con-
gress; information not only now available, but information
which all of us two years ago had not only the opportunity
to examine but the actual duty, which we performed, of exam-
ining that elaborate testimony? Is not that trne?

Mr. WARREN. Only a word in reply. The country did not
seem to be satisfied with that finding, and certainly the Sena-
tor's party was not satisfied. So that in justice I think we
should have a second hearing and make a second judgment.

Mr. BACON. I beg the Senator’s pardon. I do not think
he understood me accurately. My point is this, that we are not
proceeding without information. There was then given to us
the fullest information by the woolgrowers and the wool manu-
facturers, and conditions are not now, so far as I know, mate-
rially different from what they were then.

Mr. WARREN. Yes; there are differences in conditions. I’
have never said—at least, if I did, it was a mistake to say—
that we are without any information; but certainly we have
not the best or latest information, If there is any efficacy in
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a Tariff Board that has given many months' work to this, and
expects to give many more, this is the opportunity to test that
question. And certainly every two years, or whatever time
may pass, affects every industry, and we should have in this
industry thé very latest information before acting so dras-
tically.

Mr. BACON. The Finance Committee of the Senate is com-
posed of a majority of Republicans, and certainly they have had
ample opportunity to possess themselves of information since
tuis bill eame from the House.

Mr. WARREN. On the contrary, the bill was referred by a
vote of the Senfatie to the Finance Committee with instructions
to report it within about 15 days, or not more than 19 at most,
without instructions to have hearings, and under the evident
assumption that there would be none, As a matter of faet,
the time left for the committee was not sufficient to enable its
chairman to notify the woolgrowers and have them prepare
their briefs and appear before the committee,

The major portion of the wool grown in this country is raised
in remote sections from two to three thousand or more miles
from Washington, and the sheep owners at this time of the year
are generally in the mountains with their sheep at places far
away from railroads and post offices, and hence it was out of
the question for the committee to secure information from the
woolgrowers, Besides that fact, it was pretty well understood
on both sides of this Chamber that the majority of those who
voted for the hurry-up call on this bill did not desire any in-
formation from the woolgrowers nor from the manufacturers of
woolens,

Mr. President, this wool bill seems to suit none execept those
who wish to use it for a political football. The free traders do
not like it because it smacks of protection. The tariff-for-
revenue-only people are not satisfied, because some think the
rate too high and others think it too low. The protectionists
are surely dissatisfied with it, because it is unscientific, lopsided,
and inapplicable. As an example of the sentiment expressed, I
wish to insert at this point an article from the Commercial
Bulletin, of Boston—issue of Saturday, June 3, 1911—which is
a trade paper that has made a specialty of wool and wool manu-
factures, along with other lines, for many years. This paper
was for years a free-wool paper, advocating protection for the
manufactures of wool—like many other papers in New England.
It has been clamoring for the reform of Schedule K and the
wool tariff for, lo, these many years. But the House bill does
not suit even this organ of free wool or lower tariff; and it
gtoutly maintains, as will be noted in the article quoted, that:

Even the most rabid opponents of protection have discovered that
frea wool spells “ruin” to the woolgro ind of the United
Btates. Free wool and the radically cut dutles on woolens that once
wrecked the manufacturing as weif as the growing of wool in this
country also means, as all but the rabld have recently discovered, such
a reduction In the revenue as to make such a change out of the question.

And again:-

A more contemptible sacrifice of the Industries of the conntry for
political effect has seldom been seen in American lmslatiou.

Schedule K in its present form must go. The publie will no longer
tolerate it. Yhen it does go, let us have gomething that shall be per-
manent, scientific, and equitable.

But I shall include the entire editorial. It is a fair specimen

of its kind: -
BUNCOMBE SCHEDULE X REVISION.

After much cogltation the Democratic members of the Ways and
Means Committee have managed to produce a wool bill. This Is a
urely political bill, intended for political puﬁgosea, and while it is
likely to pass the House, there is very little likelthood of its passing

e Senate.

The esserntial feature in the bill is a change from the ¢ duties
now imposed on wool to a uniform ad valorem rate of 20 per cent.
This ad valorem rate is suxt)lposed to be the equivalent of a eut, roughly,
of one-half the present dutles on the raw materlal.

As a matter of fact It Is a very much greater reduction than it ap-
pears to be.. The present dutles on wool are very much higher than an
average rate of 44 per cent, as stated by Chairman U~NpEERWwWoOD in an-
other eolumn. Certain varieties of wool are absolutely excluded by

rohibitive duties to-day and are unavailable to American manufaec-

ers.

It Is very fortunate that at least the foollsh error of attempting to
establish a sliding seale of duties has been definitely abandoned by all
parties eoncerned. A {early change in wool dotles would mean a long

rotracted agony for the entire e consumed in the reduction, step
v step, to ultimnte free wool. Any change in the tariff should take
place, onee for all, after a reasonable period given to the trade to pre-
are for the new basls of business. he sliding scale has been tried

fore, and always with prolonged wretchedness and misery as a resulf.

It is Interesting to note also that the radical program lnauguratedelav
the Democratic Congress in 1893 has also been definitely abandoned.
Even the most rabid opponents of protection have discovered that free
wool spells “ruiln’ to the woolgrowing industry of the United States.
Free wool and the radleally cut duties on woolens, that once wrecked
the manufacturing as well as the growing of wool In thls country, also
‘means, as all but the rabld have recently discovered, such a reduction
in the revenue as to make such a change ont of the gquestion.

Of course, It iIs sheer politics that prompts the introduction of any
wool bill at this time. ongress has authorized the employment of a
Tariff Commission to investigate the conditions of wool importation and
wool production. In utter disregard of its own legislation for sclentific
tarif revision the present House of Representatives has prepared a

revision of the wool schedule, based on guesswork, pure and simple.
Even If such a measure passed both Houses and was signed the
Presldent It would again have to be ehanged in the light of the Informa-
tion to be shed by the Tariff Commission in its coming report.

A more contemptible sacrifice of the industries of the country for
political effect has seldom been seen in American legislation.

Schedule K In its present form must go. The public will no longer
tolerate it. When It does go, let us have something that shall be perma-
nent, scientific, and equitable, It Is idlo to substitute for a schedule
that with all its faults has at least made wool gtowl::& and manufaetur-
ing profitable mere ecrazy-quilt legislation that would benefit nelther
producer nor consumer and admittedly of so ephemeral a nature as to
ofteruno hope of its continuance as a permanent gettlement of the
question,

The above differs somewhat from the articles that will be
found in the acknowledged free-trade papers of to-day, as will
be noted from the following, taken from a publication known as
the Free Trade Broadside, edition of the current month:

A revenue tarlff means repeated agitation and change incident to the
ups and downs of party control. Free trade means a settlement once
and for all of this most d:eralstent and most troublesome issue of Ameri-
can %l;l;tics. Let us build not on the shifting sands of popular impnlse,
but, ing our structure on the solld rock of equity and of justice, let
us conmstruct an industrial sgstem which shall be in harmony with the
laws of nature and with the highest aims of civillzation and which
shall bring inecreasing progress and well-being to mankind for all time
to come.

There are a great many people in this country, including
some manufacturers, and more especially those along the Atlan-
tic coast, who, while believing in a protective tariff for them-
selves, wish everything to be free which they are called upon to
buy. This spirit invades the professional men, too, who indulge
the fallacious belief that, since their salaries or fees are duly
prescribed, with a free-trade arrangement what they have to
buy would be cheaper and hence their savings would be in-
creased thereby.

While a superficial survey may indicate such a result, a
deeper examination of the subject will develop that to sustain
the salaries and fees enjoyed in prosperous times practically
all classes of business must be prospercus; and experience has
surely shown that general depression is more fatal to wage
earners and salaried men than to those who employ labor in
carrying on their various industries.

Some of our friends engaged in wool manufacturing, while
believing in a tariff upon cloths, are anxious to have free raw
material of every kind, and especially free wool. This class of
narrow, selfish manufacturers finds various excuses to reach the
thing desired without openly declaring for free raw material. A
recent article in the New York Journal of Commerce and Com-
mercial Bulletin, reprinted in and indorsed by the Boston Tran-
script, fairly illustrates this point. “It is to laugh” for the
woolgrowers when they read such articles, for they know that,
with the fertilizing benefits to the land used for sheep culture,
and following the reclamation of vast stretches of arid and
semiarid lands by irrigation and the dry-farming or deep-plow-
ing process, great tracts of land, once nothing but sagebrush and
sand, are now producing two to five crops of alfalfa and from
1 to 3 tons an acre per cutting, and are also producing other
kinds of forage as well as small grains of all varieties, so
that as the former “ public range" has been taken up the in-
creased productivity of the remaining portlon is serving to
increase the number of sheep which can be kept in a given
county or State, rather than to diminish it.

Give the sheepmen, the woolgrowers, reasonable protection
and you will hear nothing about decrease in flocks and shortage
of land upon which to maintain them.

I will insert at this point the article T have referred to:

[From Boston Transcript, Mar. 20, 1911.1

NOT A PASTORAL LAND—THE TROUBLE WITH THE WOOLGROWING INDUS-
TRY OF THE CNITED STATES—THE LOGICAL AND ECONOMIC TENDENCY.
In view of the agitation for the revision of the wool schedule of the

tarift the cry Is ra in some of the Intermountain Btates that wool

ralsing is becoming unprofitable. It is sald that officlal figures show

that the number of sheep In conntry diminished from 45,000,000

in 1804 to 86,800,000 in 1907. That indicates that the sh -m!s!né

or woolgrowing Industry has not been greatly fostered e tarl

which had been In effect for 10 years before 1007. Would a removal
of the duty on raw wool make any serious difference with It while sup-
plying a sure stimnlus to the industry of mannfacturing woolen wfnuds!

The trouble with muaking a ﬂonrinhinf indu.stsxot waoolgro ng in
this country Is that it is not a land of sheph or favorable to a
pastoral life. As the land once free and unoccupled comes more and
more to be taken up and settled it becomes more yvaluable for somethin,
elge than for mlstn% gheep. Other occupations are so attractive an
lucrative for labor that sheep raising becomes too expenslve, even If
cheap land were still available. The fact Is that even in Wyomin,
and Nevada the value of land and the cost of labor is becoming too hi,
to make sheep ralsing a profitable business, and a tariff on for
wool will not make it go without at the same time making woolen goo
guch an expensive luxury that only the rich can have them.

There will be considerable sheep ralsing on pasture lands as an ineci-
dent of agricultural life so long as there Is a wide demand for mutton
for food, and wool will be an Important by-product ; but as land can be
turned to other nses with more profit, and consequently rises in value,
and as labor finds more lucrative employment than tending sheep, rals-
ing large flocks for the wool as a business is sure to decline. Wool-
frowln will not be one of the industries of the country unless in a

ew ree%rlcted areas, There are other lands much better adapted to it




1911.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

3251

in parts of South Ameriea, In Australia and New Zealand, and in other
countries that have no better use for a considerable part of their popu-
lation than to make shepherds of them.

A pastoral life has its attractions, and no doubt it Is more whole-
some for body and soul than factory life, but it is to be feared that our
country Is not well adapted to it e have been seeking industrial and
commercial development, and the tariff has been devised to foster manu-
facturing Industries. That was the excuse for andopting it and has long
been the excuse for maintaining it, but there is nothing worse for infant
or invalid industries than costly raw materials. If we are to have a

- woolen industry with any vigor or vitality or staying power in it, we
must foster it by glving It a chance to get its materials to the best

advantage. Then we may get the industry and also be able to wear

woolen clothes, while the shepherds of Wyoming may find more prof-
itable employment for their land and their labor.

One of the worst features of depending upon foreign coun-
tries for our clothing material, and one lamentably weak fea-
ture in the bill before us—in faet, in the propositions of both
Uxperwoob and LA Forrerre—is the shoddy question. The ex-
isting tariff against shoddy and rags is high enough to pro-
hibit large importations of this disease-breeding, insect-bearing,
filthy, cast-off clothing from foreign countries. To illustrate
this I desire to quote a few figures.

Under the McKinley law the importations of shoddy were
as follows:

Pounds.
1891 215,714
1892 - 321, 586
I8B3_____. - 229, 683
1804 (8 months) 142, 040

Under the Wilson law:

1804 (4 months) 4, 028, 901
1805 20, 718,110
1806 17, 011, 149
1897 44, 503, 470

displacing this much pure wool and giving the people a fraudu-
lent, ineflicient, insanitary substitute.
Now, note the change,

Under the Dingley and Payne laws:
Pounds.

1868 459, 197

only about one one-hundredth part of the amount imported
the year before; and since that time it has averaged less than
a half million pounds a year, and in 13 years has amounted to
only about one-seventh of the amount that was imported in the
one year 1807,

As to rags and rags included with shoddy, I quote the fol-
lowing from the Philadelphia Daily Trade Record. This article
shows the amount of rags and shoddy used in this country and
also in the United Kingdom. It seems that the United Kingdom.
with considerably less than one-half, or about 40 per cent, of
the population of this country, uses over three times the rags
and shoddy used in this country :

Eprror DALY TRADE RECORD.

Sire: “The rag-working industry of the United Kingdom consumes
about 1,000 tons of foreign rags weekly and probably more than 500
tons weekly of rags of English production.” (¥rom the Wool Yearbook,
1911, p. 50, published in Manchester, England.)

The amount of shoddy consumed by woolen and worsted manafactur-
ers In the United States in 1909 was 53,621,000 pounds.

From bnlletin of the United States Census Bureauéo%%%il 4, 1011,

page 4: “ United Kingdom, 9pel: annum (1910), lﬂq.’ 0 pounds;

United States, per annum (1909), 53,621, pounds.

Very ¥, yours,
) Douestic WOOLEXS.
And the following from a recent issue of the New York Sun
gives still further light upon the rag and shoddy business, in-
cluding the use of cotton with wool as a substitute ingredient:

[From the New York Sun, May 4, 1911.]
SHODDT.
WASHINGTON, May 3.

It is frequently asserted that unless we purchase a wickedly over-
protected imported material the cloth of which our garments are made
i5 a combination of cotton and shoddy masquerading’nas “all wool” A
companion assertion is that American clothes contain more cotton and
shm?dr and less wool than formerly. The facts serlously disturb these
notions.

In 1899 the mills of the United States nsed 193,000,000 pounds of
seoured wool, 69,000,000 pounds of shoddy, and 40,000,000 go\mds of
cotton, while in 1909 they used 290,000,000 pounds of wool, 53,000,000
pounds of shoddy, and 20,000,000 pounds of cotton. The cotton and the
shoddy are e chiefly in the production of suits the factory cost of
which, finished and ready for wear, is $§2.50 to §3 for a three-piece suit,
and the retailing price of which is from $7 to $§10. After a few days’
wear they are not remarkable for their shapeliness, but they are strong
and dorable, as a rule, except in the matters of seams and buttons. The
notion that free woolens would enable the purchasers of goods of that
class to buy all-wool garments, durable and more shapely, at
the same price is entirely false. e cloth from which such garments
are made sells at about cents a yard, double width, at wholesale. It
might be imported and laid down in New York for about 20 cents a
yard, duty ipree. but that would only mean the destruction of a now
extensive t]:'do::nemtltz itlidustry without reducing by even one cent the retail

rice of the garments.
= The figures show that the use of wool in American mills has increased
50 per cent in the last 10 years, that the use of cotton in woolen mills
has decreased 50 per cent, and that the use of shoddy has decreased
about 23 per cent. This is accounted for mainly by the fact that the
use of worsted fabrics has increased enormously, while the use of woolen
fabrics in wkich shoddy is used has actually decreased. The quantity
of cotton yarn pu by the mills shows an increase of 11 per cent,
but the net result is a decided decrease in the amount of cotton used as
a material by the woolen manufacturers, The value of the product of
all woolen mills, as represented by the selling price of the 50069 at the
mills, shows an increase from $239,000,000 in 1899 to $420,000,000 in
1609. The greater part of this incresse appears in the record of the last
five years, the product value for the intermediate year 1904 having been
$809.000,000. In the 1909 product value—S$420,000,000—the cost of
materials used 1s reported as $273,000,000, salaries and wages as
§70.000,000, and miscellaneous expenses as $21,000,000; a total of
£73,000,000. The selling value of the product being $420,000,000,
there is left a margin of $47,000,000, or a little over 12 per cent, out of
which must come profits and all business expenses not chargeable to
cost of production. Just where and how the manufacturers manage to
squeeze-out of the otherwise unused balance that 100 to 150 per cent
ﬂmﬂt aet;.o;lilt which: some of our Democratic Congressmen delight to talk
not ¥ seen.

These are official figures, obtained by impartial investigators.

And it is a fact, largely due to Schedule K, that the American
people are wearing less shoddy and more pure wool per capita
than any nation in the world, whereas under the Wilson Act
we used for a time more shoddy, rags, and other forms of wool
adulterants per capita than ever before, and perhaps the egunal
of or in excess of other nations. 5

So that we may have it of record here in our files for ready
reference, I desire to insert the following table, showing the
imports of wool for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1909, 1910,

and 1911 :

Tmports of wool for the years ending June 50, 1909, 1310, and 1911.

12 months ending June—
Artlcles and countries, 1900 1910 1011
Quantities, Values. Quantities. Values. Quantities. Values.
WOOL, HAIR OF THE CAMEL, GOAT, ALPACA, AND OTHER LIKE ANIMALS,
Unmannfactured: -
cm;nz].-?tlodthgng ........................................... pounds. .dutiable..| 142,580,993 | $29,455,508 | 111,502,078 | §27,231,052 | 40,041,167 $0,031,751
ad nom—

e P IR R AL E o D TN 54,600,600 | 11,500,056 | 35,607,007 | 8,620,515 | 14,628,265 | 3,458,004
2 4,723, 998, 41 2,250,610 488, 41, 9,077
41,442 475 6,879,691 23,588, 578 5,462, 687 13, 368, 2,540,024
4,911,914 990, 7152724 | 1,779,341 5 123, 665

, 617, 828 7,547,130 | 34,574,678 | 8,861,538 , 119, 624 2
) 1,220,423 | 8,372,201 2,009,699 2,310,105 513,016

, 952,259 4,591,550 | 31,614,235 7,931, 145 , 406, 468 3,208,
18,384, 147 3,851,034 | 26,907,556 8,746,157 7,153,256 1,805, 475
1,484,641 , 713 1,607,027 425,430 1,071,759 261, 475
1,007,693 381,631 2,504,980 628,032 3,109, 742, 658
225,778 51,281 503,772 130, 628 1,162,050 473,655
.pounds..dutlable..| 101,876,052 | 11,124,837 | 120,721,019 | 16,058,047 | 85,086,328 10, 903, 001
31,103,417 38,585,550 | 28,410,718 4,070,054 | 21,026,462 3, 100, gi

7,121,774 15,280, 453 2,272,610 | 12,167,410 1,715,
, 152, 1,001,388 | 13,337,106 1,853,056 8,808, 228 1,187,742
6,672,175 712,35 3,674,644 411,675 | 3,780,755 ,858
............. 32,272,982 3,110,507 | 38,061,762 4,463,445 | 28,080,334 3,070,472
....... 7,017,879 £58,810 9,262,975 1,462,644 | 4,880,512 647,433
,166 537,470 6,306, 012 825, 2,043, 405 243,780
4,003,400 5 6,288,340 608, 464 4,200,522 480,831
Total unmANITACHITed. .. caveceeaerme e retancneanns covees pounds..| 266,400,304 | 45,171,004 | 263,028,232 | 51,220,844 | 137,623,965 23,228, 005
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Just a word about the shrinkage of these wools which we
import. The shrinkage varies in scouring from 25 per cent in
the low crossbreds to 50 per cent in fine crossbreds, and in
merino wools from 48 per cent to 55 per cent. We import
skirted wools in nearly every instance because they are of
superior quality, cleaner, and shrink less, I

A very good illustration of the difference between adequate
and inadequate protection is shown by conditions in Canada
both as to wool growing and manufacturing. In this country,
with the tariff undisturbed, both growing and manufacturing
progress and increase. But with the 30 per cent protection
many of the Canadian woolen mills are closed and the balance
are running without profit or satisfaction, while sheep growing
is confined almost entirely to the raising of thoroughbred stock
for breeding purposes, for which they have heretofore found a
profitable market in the United States.

But aside from the growing and manufacturing of wool comes
the subject of flesh food for our increasing population. Late
statistics from the Department of Commerce and Labor give
the startling information that the number of food animals in
the United States has decreased by 5,000,000 since 1901, while
the number of consumers has increased by about 12,000,000 in
the same time, or between 1901 and 1910. The term “ food ani-
mals " in this instance includes all cattle, sheep, and swine in the
United States. This accounts for the increase in values which the
late statistics and census reports show, and plainly points the
couteome if, by ruinous tariff legislation, we cause the killing off
of our sheep by the hundreds of thousands—by the millions, in-
deed—as occurred after the passage of the Wilson-Gorman bill.

Much is said by those who know little of the wool and woolen
business—and the greater proportion of the people are of this
class—about the great saving to the consumer that is to be
brought about by the proposed reduction of the tariff on wool
and woolens. How fallacions this idea is easily shown when
we consider that the total amount of money received by the
woolgrower for wool enough to make an all-wool suit of clothes
is only $1.25 to $2, and the total amount received by a woolen
manufacturer for the finished cloth required to make an all-
wool suit is but from $3 to $6, notwithstanding the fact that
this small sum of $3 to $6 covers all of the tariff complained of.
After the farmer has received his $1.25 to $2, the major portion
of which goes for labor, the balance that a consumer or wearer
pays for a suit of clothes, be it $10 or $75, is expended very
largely for labor, the balance being for cost of transportation,
distribution, and so forth. 1In the $3 to $6 paid the manunfac-
turer for cloth there has already entered a more than consider-
able factor of labor, and nearly all, from the price at the manu-
facturer's to the price on the back of the consumer, is for labor
and costs which a change in the tariff on wool and woolens
would not in any way minimize or affect, unless a severe re-
duction of wages and salaries should follow.

There will be no appreciable change in the price of clothing
to the ultimate consumer by the passage of this or any reduec-
tion-of-tariff bill, and on this we can depend.

I beg my fellow Senators to think again and think seriousiy
before they strike down the great indusiry of woolgrowing, in
which a million farmers are interested, when it is a matter of
exact truth that the total income to the farmer from the wool
for a suit of clothes is a mere bagatelle, and even the amount
paid to the manufacturer of cloth is not one that should be
burdensome to the American consumer.

If great reductions are to be made in the price of American-
made clothes, they can only be made at the expense of great
reductions in the prices paid for labor all along the line, from
the man who grows the wool*to the final delivery of the made-up
produet to the consumer.

Mr. BORAH., Mr. President, if I should discuss the wool
tariff, I should have to do so from a theoretical standpoint and
without very much experience. Therefore, I do not propose to
trespass upon the time of the Senate in that discussion, but I
desire to insert in the Recorp, by permission, an address by one
who has devoted years of his life to sheep raising, a man of
extraordinary energy and exceptional ability, an address by ex-
Gov. Gooding, of our State, upon this particular question. I
ask leave to have the address printed in the Recorp as a part of
my remarks. !

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

ADDRESS TO ARIZONA WOOLGROWERS BY PRESIDENT F. R. GOODING.

I am glad to be in Flagstaff to-day to meet in convention with the

woolgrowers of Arizona and discuss with you the conditions that

confront our Industry.

Again the sheep industry of Amerien has become the football of
the Demoeratic Party as a litical lssuei and unless the sheep men
of the country wake up to the true situation there is grave danger of
the destruction of our industry.

objection? Without

The Democratic Party has already  passed two bills through the
House of Representatives, one glacing meats on the free list and
another placing an ad valorem duty of 20 per cent on the value of
wocl that is imported into this country. ‘hen we come to renlize
that the ad valorem duty will be placed upon the foreign valuation of
wocl, we must understand that the bill just passed by the Democratic
House gives but very little protection to the woolgrowers of this
country. A careful estimate based upon the average price of wool in
foreign countries for the past 10 years shows that this proposed law
will give us a protection of from 2 to 33 cents per pound on first
and second class wool and from 1 cent to 1} cents per pound protec-
tion on third-class wools.

A dangerous situation confronts our Industry, for If either of these
bills just passed by the Democratic Party t:;gugh the House of Rep-
resentatives becomes a law it means the passing of the great sheep
industry from America for a number of years. There is but one thing
left for the woolgrowers in the United States, and that is to organize
and fight these measures to the last ditch,

Since President Taft's attack on 8chednle K in his Winona speech,
no question has attracted more attention than the revision of this
schedule of our tariff law. President Taft believes that Schedule K
ghould be revised, and I agree with him in this. But the questions
that are of vital importance fo the woolgrowers of this country are:
Shall Schedule K be revised by the party which believes in the pro-
tectlon of the American indvstirles? or, 8hall It be revised by the
party that believes in * free trade” or a “tariff for revenue only "?
which we know from past experience means the destructlon of our
industry.

When President Taft decided that Sehednle K ought to be revised,
he asked Congress for an appropriaticn sufficlent to make a thorough
investigation of the whole matter of the cost of producing wool and
cloth in this conntry and abroad. He selected some of the strongest
men of the Nation, naming a nonpartisan board by selecting three Re-
publicans and two Democrats, to make this investigation, and has
asked them to report by the 1st of next December.

Let us hope that this is the beginning of a new policy for this
Government—ihat of seitling the great questions that affect our hnsi-
ness interegts through a commission whose duaty it shall be to make
thorough and impartial investigations, and report the facts to Con-
gress, so that the men who pass our laws may have a better knowledge
of the laws they pass and their effect on the business interests of the
country.

In my opinion, President Taft's recommendation for a permanent
Tariff Commission 18 the wisest step taken in the interest oP our coms-
mereial world that America has ever known, for it means the settle-
ment of the business affairs of this country in the broad light of com-
mon sense and sound judgment, The settlement of the business
interests of this country in this manner should give confidence and
stability to our commercial world and bring about a permanent pros-
perity such as we have never known before. It is time that the Ameri-
can people were saying that no political party shall make a football of
the business intereste of this country any longer.

But to-day we find the Democratic Party so anxious to play their
political game in the revision of Schedule K that they are not willing
to walt until the Tarif Board makes it report, although these same
gentlemen gave their hearty support to the bill ereating a permanent
Tariff Commission when that measure was before the House in the last
session of Congress. But a national eampaign is coming on, and it
becomes necessary for the Democratic Party to have an issue, and it
must be evident to all those who have watched the movements of the
Demoerats in the past few months that they are to revive their old
jssue of “free trade' or * tariff for revenue only."

Let po woolgrower in the United States think for a minute that
becanse the Democrats have placed a duty of 20 per cent ad wvalorem
on foreign wool that it has been done for the protection of the wool
industry of the United States,

Let me read to you what Mr. UxpERwooD, chairman of the Commit-
tee on ans and Means in the House of Representatives, says about
this bill. read from page 26 of the report of this committee:

“ It iz maintained by a very large number of our best economists and
statesmen that the economiecdl situation involved in our rapid progress
as a Nation requires that our ports be thrown open to the importation
of wool free of duty; and this yview, based on the most profound con-
sideration of the public welfare, has found expression in Democratic
legislation. It is the constant intent of the Democratic Party to make
the burden of the tariff taxes as light as possible for the people and to
levy taxes upon a revenue basis as prompily as possible, for the purty
recognizes no justification whatever for tariff taxes except the necessity
of revenue.” Mr. UNDERWOOD goes on to say:

“ The bill (. R. 11010) is not to be construed as an abandonment of
any Democratic policy, but in view of the Democratic platform for a

radual reduction of the tariff, and of the depleted and depleting con-
gition of the Public Treasury, a result of Republican extravagance, a
tariff of 20 per cent ad valorem on raw wool Is now proposed as a
revenue necessity.”

Mr. UNpDERWOOD seems to be especlally anxious that there should be
no misunderstanding in this matter, that there is to be no abandonment
of Democratic principles. He has served notice on the woolgrowers of
the country that the next step is to be free wool.

Mr. UNDERWOOD on to say—again I read from page 20 of the
report of the Ways and Means Committee :

‘The principal part of our woolgrowing is now In the far western or
mountain States, which in 1910 preduced about 50 per cent of the
domestic clip. For a number of years the raising of sheep for wool has
been & comparatively small incident of agriculture in the older and
Fastern States. It is evident that the development of agriculture in the
West is bringing into more profitable use a great deal of land herefofore
used for pasturage, and with the steady increase in our population

tarage must give way more and more to agricuiture thronghout the
continental United States, The raising of large numbers of sheep re-
quires great ranges of suftable grazing land with suitable water and
soll conditions. It is therefore evident that in the future, with our
rapidly increasing population, if our people are to continue to nse wool
for clothing to a %reat extent, a large percentage of the domestic con-
sumption must be imported, as has been the case heretofore. This will
not means less demand for our domestic wools, but a greater and better
demand for all the domestic wool that can be raised, If unwise restric-
tion discouraging the use of wool can be avolded.”

Mr. UxpeErwooD seems to understand only too well the effect of this
bill, for he says that a larger percentage of our our domestic consump-
tion of wool must be imported. He goes on to say that it will not mean

a less demand for our domestic wools, but a greater and better demand
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for all the domestic wools 'that .can be raized, if unwise restrictions
discouraging the use of wools can be avoided.

I Hped:.ﬁy want to eall your attention to this part of the commit-
tee's report. Mr. TIxpeErwooD could not have said anything plalner to
the American people if he had tried, that affer the sheep industry of
this eountry has’ destroyed there ‘will be a greater and better de-
mand for all the domestlc wools that are left. A ter and better
demand any school boy knows means n higher price for the wools that
will be raised after the industry has been practically destroyed. Higher
woocls must mean higher clothing. Bo at the best Mr. UNDERWOOD only
offers temporary relief in the high price of clothing by removing the
duty on wool, 8o the great sheep indusiry of America s ito be de-
gtroyed ‘to give the Democratic Party an issue. Ar, UNDERWOOD seems
to be under the impression that sheep can not be grown in America,
and that sheep growing in the West, he says, “must scon give way to
agriculture.”

s"i"tmm: of ua who are familiar with the = conditions of the West
know that with proper encou t the sheep industry can be in.
creased in practically all of the Western States. Speaking of my own
Btate—Iddho—I know this to be absolutely true, The great ranges
that are used in my State for the of sheep and eattle can not
be used for any other . 1t Is too rough and rugged for agricul-
ture. What is true in Idaho is'true’in most range States of the Union.
I say, without fear of successful eontradiction, ‘that in most of the
range States, with proper encouragement, the sheep industry can be
increased, not only on range but on the farms.

At one time the sheep business was a profitable indﬂstr{ﬂiln the East,
before the Democratic destroyed it with their free-trade policies,
It can be made profitable again in every Btate in the Tnion if proper

rotection is given to the industry, and it is a national disaster to drive

e sheep from ‘the farm. The Democratic Party is not only proposing
to drive the sheep off the farms, but they have threatened the destruce
tion of the great cattle indusiry by putting meats on the free list. Take
the sheep and cattle off the farms in Amerlea, or reduce them in any
considerable number, and you strike a blow at this Government that
will prove to be a mational disaster. 'One of the serious questions that
confronts the American people t&daf is that of soil exhaustion that
is taking place in nearly every State in the TUnion. The one great
struggle of the farmer to-day is to keep up the produetiveness of the
farm, and it ean only be done with any success where live stock is

. You can not continue to take away from the soil and not put
anything back. We must have more Iive stock upon the farms of Amer-
jen, even if it does cost more to grow beef and mutton than it does in
forelgn eountries.

The Democratic Party is made up of great statesmen; but, of course,
as a party they must have an issue, and the sheep industry of this
country seems to be unfortunate encugh to be their political football.

Let me call your attention to some more double-dealing of the Demo-
eratie Party, and I read from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of ‘the Bixty-
second Congress, first session, volume 47, No. 50, &ge 1866:

Mr. LoxcworTH of Ohio, asks Mr. RANDELL, a mocratic Congress-
man from Texas and a member of the Ways and Means Committee, this
question: “1 am asking a member of the majority of the Ways and
Means Committee to state how much it is hoped or expected the price
of raw wool will be depreciated.”

Mr. RaxpErL of Texas replies: “T wonld like to say to the gentle-
man from Ohio that it is impossible for the committee to know exactly
what the changes in the price of wool may be; but, as one of the com-
mittee, I know the caleuhtion of at least a large majo of the mem-
bers of the committee is that the price of wool will be enhanced by this
bill. This bill is in favor of the woolen industry by helnf in favor of
the people, and there will be a largely increased demand for wool."

It is going to increase the demand for wool, that is what Mr. UNpEs-
woop says also. 8o in'one breath we find the leaders of the Democratic
Party telling the woolgrowers of this country that they are going to

ive them a better demand and a higher price for their wool, and in

e next breath they tell the American Enople they are reducing the
tariff on wool to give them cheaper clothing. These great statesmen
of the Democratic Party are hard to understand. I think T understand
Mr. Usxperwoop, and I fully agree with him that after the great sheep
industry of this country has been destroyed there will be, as he says,
a greater and better demand for all of the domestic wools we have lefi.
But if 1 know anyt about cause and effect or supply and demand,
this means a higher p for wool, and in return must mean a higher
price for clothing.

Now, let me tell you why I am for a revision of Schednle E. Sched-
ule K has practised deception on ‘the woolgrowers for a number of

rg, for it has not given the just measure of protection that

framers of it intended they shonld have. Schedule K has always
promised the weolgrowers 11 cents per pound protection in the grease,
twice that amount on washed wool, and three times that on scoured
wool, but under the manipnlation of the importers but little more than
half of this duty is now pdid on imported wools. When Bchedule K
was first ena , An 1867, under what is known as the Morrill bill, it
might be said that it was a fair measure, for wools all over the world
wwere very much of the same character at that time.

Certain importers and manufacturers contend that the 'law never
intended to give our woolgrowers an ac¢tual protection of 11 cents per
und against foréign wools, but ‘this contention is. unsupported b

e facts. When Bchedule K was first enacted fore wools s!mm.i
on an average of per cent, the sanme as our wool, and the entire
law was constrocted upon that fact. It does not any complex
process of reasoning to arrive at this conclusion, for the law says that
on Class T wools imported in the grease the duty shall be 11 cents per

und ; if imported washed, and washing removes one-half of the d

he duty shall be 22 cents; and if imported scoured, and scouring
Temoves all the dirt, the duty shall be 33 cents per pound, thereby prov-
ing that the 11 cents duty on the grease pound was based on the as-
sumption ‘that wool shrank 66§ per cent. Should this not be evidence
encugh of the intent of the law. If we examine further, we find that
‘in defermining the compensatory duty that the manufacturer should
have on imported cloth to compensate him for what the duty on wool
had inereased the cost of wool to him, we find that the law says the
cumpenmtu? duty shall be four times the duty assessed upon a pound
of wool in the grease, or 44 cents. Now, when wool shrinks 66§ per
cent, it ‘takes approximately 4 pounds of it to make 1 pound of cloth.
Therefore the manufacturer was given his compensatory on this wool
shrinki per cent. If the law did not presume that Class I
wools ‘in scouring shrank 66§ per cent, then It was dishonest to sa:

that the duiy on a pound of scoured wool of that class should be

cents and the compensatory on a pound of cloth shounld be 44 cents.
think the usion that comes to. so many le In a discussion

of Behedule K is from the fact that they do not understand what is

known as ‘the shrinkage of 'wools. 8o T am going to i;? and make
myself plain in this matter. The shr of wools, course, de-
{:emh entirely gon the foreign substance that is found in the wool as
t comes from 'the sheep's back; the grease, the dirt, or any other for-
eign matter that is in the wool must be washed away before it can be
manufactured into cloth. "We eall this scouring. This g]recess of clean-
ing wool is almost as simple as the old-faghioned washtub. Now, I am
sure that we can understand that the only thing of value to the manu-
facturer in a pound of wool as it comes from a sheep's back is the
gmnwotgi -or scoure&i wool Iit eonta.i.hns, h‘fhnt is the‘ cllllllythth:l:ng the
anufacturer buys, you please, when buys woo! eﬁms&
Years of experience have taught him to guess the shrinkage verg osegﬂ
ﬁle alwag; risks his judgment and buys -wools ‘in this way -
o¢kmaster.

Now, let me show you how the importer bedts Schedule K. We
will buy two lots of 100 pounds each of Class 1 wool, in the grease, on
the London market. We will import the first 100 pounds into this
conntry, and we must 11 cents per pound duty, or $11 duty for the
100 pounds of wool. “We find that it shrinks 66§ per cent. 'In other
words, we find that we have washed away out of this 100 pounds of
Class I wool 663 pounds and that we have 334 pounds of scoured wool
remaining, just what Schedule K presumes &%t it will do. Two
pounds -of dirt and 1 pound of wool. Now, we will import the other
100 pounds of Class 1 wool ‘that is bought on the London market, and
that, too, costs 11 cents per ‘putm.d duty, or $11 duty for the 100

ounds we import. Now, here is where the importer beats Schedule K.

¢ seour this 100 pounds of Class I wool and find we have on
washed away 38 lmmﬁs, and we have 62 pounds of clean wool 1
ready to be made’into cloth. So we find that instead of importing 604
ggunda of dirt in the 100 pounds of wool In the grease we have only

ported 38 pounds of dirt, and instead of only having ng pounds of
clean wool, as we bad in our first 100 pounds, we have ‘pounds of
clean wool, We find that we have brought into this count 2 pounds
of sconred wool for the same price that the law provides that we shall

Bﬂy for 334 pounds of :scon wool. Or, in other words, the importer,
y_buying light-shrinking wools on 'the London markets, has imported

28% pounds free of duty. Instead of the im?orher 33 cents
duty on a pound of scoured wool of the first class, yt}?ywﬁﬁ find that
he is only paying a duty of 173 cents on a pound of seoured wool of
that class. 8o Instead of getting 11 cents per pound protection in the
grease, as Sechedule K says we are, on first-class wools, ‘we are only
getting 5§ cents per pound on these wools.

A thorough exhanstive Investiga

tion has been made by the officers
of the Nationdl Wool Growers' Association into the shrinkage of wools
imported into this country. After searching the wool lofts of Boston
and getting samples of wools and having them scoured, we find that
the averaze shrinkage of the first-class wools im ed 'into this coun-
hiy for 1910 was approximately 38 per cent. 8o the second 100 pounds
of wool that I deseribed to you as having been bought in London and
%mpor{.edtln 1910 is a representation of the average importation of Closs

wools to-day. -~

In looking at the provisions of Sehedule K coverl second-class
wools, we find it permits greater deception in thenfmportatinn of
first-e wools. Here, through a skillful manipulation of words,
second-class wools are permitted to be imported into this country either
washed or unwashed at a duty of 12 cents gound To some 'this

has been known as the “nigger in the woodpile,” or the *joker" of
Seh&d&n?n g Here, again, a careful selection of second-class jwools -

this country in 1010, after hnﬂnﬁ them scoured, shows
at the average shrinkage of these wools is only 20 per cent. Or, in
other words, the Importer brings these wools in on a seeured basis for
15 cents per pound instead of 36 cents per pound, or at a duty of &
cents per gmmd in the grease, as against 12 cents, as the law provides.
8o we find that ‘the man growing second-class wools in Ameriea is re-
ceiving 'less protection than the man growing first-class wools. T am
sure that we will all a that when Bchedule K 1s revised it should
treat all woolgrowers

ike.
Let me describe to lyou some of ‘the methods that have been em-
plo to beat Schedule K. The whole woolgrowing ‘world has been
pitted against Schedule K 'in its effofts to see how litig:t the shrinkage
of wools could be made. So persistent has been 8 effort that a
phrase has grown up 'in woolgrowing countries of the world *“sult-
able for American trade,”" meaning that'it was an especially li;‘.rht elip,
free from ﬁﬂ? ease, and other foreign matter, and was “fit for
Ameriea.” No tigat the wools were any better when this forelgn sub-
stance was removed, but from the fact of ihe light sghrinl these
wools more scoured wool could be imported for the 11 or 12 cents in
dug,'. To-day all first-class wools imported into this country are skirted
and willowed. *“ Wlillowing ™ means throwing the on a sereened
table; the wool is shdken so a8 to throw out all the dirt that is possible
to remove in ‘this way. * Bkirting" means the taking off of the belly,
the short wool around ‘the legs, the d wool around the tail, the
neck, and the head, leaving nothing but the ¢leanest part of the fleece
to be shi to America. OnI{hthe lightest fleeces out of the same
flock of sheep are set aside for the American trade. The Importers of
wool into this country, of course, have encouraged the grownrslin forei
countries to handie their wool in this way, and some of the flock-
masters in Austrialia have gone so far as to advertise their rams as
“gires fit to uce wool for the American trade” 8o it is not
strae::!ge when the whole woolgrowing world has been pitted against
Bchedule K that it has succeeded in beating the e and has destroyed
at least half of the protection that Schedule K 'has always promised
the woolgrowers of country. The importers have not only de-
stro; e protection that the Hockmasters of this country are en-
titled ‘to, but this Government, through this method, has lost millions
of dollars in duty. 8o we ean understand whg wool in this country
for a number of years has been selling below the cost of production.
Had Bchedule K told the truth and given the Importers of this country
no opportunity to beat the law, and bad it given the woolgrowers the
full measure of protection that it promised m, and if our industry
had not been so unfortunate as to have been the political football of the
Democratic Party, the sheep 'industry of America would have been in
a prosperous condition in years past, and we would now be growing
ample wool ‘to furnish the domestic demand.
en Hehedole K is revised the wodlgrowers will insist on a law
that places the importation of wodl into this country on a scoured basis.
The men who want to beat Schedule K will eay that this is Impracti-
eable; ‘yet It is a well-known fact that every pound of wool Purehaaad
the importers of this eoun 18 bonght on ‘that basis. Practically
the wools purchased in Bouth America tu-dnﬁ come 'in on a gnar-
anty that they will shrink a certain per cent. All the wool sold on the
London market is sold on a scou basis. Almost without exception
samples are taken of the different lots of woolsionnd ‘the buyer is as.
sured of their shrinkage. A spirit of fairness the woolgrowers of
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this country and to the Government demands that we shall all know
what the actual protection on wool is in the new law.

1 do not belieye that the American ple want to see the great
shes !ndustrK of this country destroyed, nmor do I belicve they want
to abandon the great priuciples of protection to Ameriean industries
and American labor. nd I am satisfied when Schedule K is revised
they wili be willing to give this industry ample protection to make it a
snccessful and &msperous business.

Belleving in the great Princlples of protection, and knowing from past
experlence that free wool means destruction to our industry, I am here
to appeal to the woolgrowers of Arizona to organize and help save the
sreat sheep industry ; and, as president of the Natlonal Woolgrowers'

ssociation, 1 sball call upon the woolgrowers of every State in the
Union to do their duty In the great crisis that confromts us. It is
our duty as woolgrowers to show the American ?engle that the sheep
industry Is not responsible for the high cost of clothing, and it is our
duty as woolgrowers to show the American people that the sheep Indus-
try can not exist in America without protection. This is not a theory,
for we had a practical demonstration of free wool under the Wilson
bill. The stroggle of those four years is still fresh in the memories
of the Ameriean flockmaster, when more than 10,000,000 head of sheep
were driven Lo the slanghterhouses, and mang of them did not pay the
expense of transportation. We saw some of the best flocks In the world,
upon which a lifetime had been spent in hui]digg up to a high stand-
ard of perfection of poth wool and mutton, turned over to the butcher's
knife and passed out of existence forever, To save the industry from
total annihilation wages had to be reduced from 20 to 40 per cent, and
we were forced to practice the most rigid economy in the cost of living.
Only the piainest Tood was within our reach when we were forced to
compete with the cheap wools of foreign countries, The average price
of wool in my State (ldaho) was 63 cents per gound.

You would expect the Democratic Party would be satisfled with ruin-
ing a great Iudustr;zonce in a generation, but in such a hurry are they
to revise Schedule K that for the first time in the history of the eoun-
try the woolgrowers were not given a hearlng when legislation affecting
their industry was under consideration.

Let us hope in this great struggle to save the 1ndustlg there are men
in the Democratic Party, In the te of the United States, who will
be bhig enough, stmnf enough, and with courage enough to say to their
arty in no uncertain tones, “ The great sheep industry of this toun-
ry Is a blessing to the American people and shall not be destroyed if
our votes will prevent it.”

1f Mr. Uxpeewoop and the Democratic Party had taken the time to
make a thorough investigation of the sheep industrg in this country,
they would have found that it costs 4 cents a pound more to produce
wool In the West than it did a few years ago. A good portion of this
is pald to the Government for grazing fees on the forest reserves. The
bal%nce is pald out in the inereased price of labor, the increased cost of
iiving, increased freight rates, and an increased price of everything
that enters into the cost of producing a pound of wool.

Here are a few items of expense, if you please, that the Amerlcan
flockmaster must meet before his wool reaches the manufacturer :

In the West, ﬂgurlngi wool on a scoured basis, It costs the woolgrower
8 cents a pound for the ;ﬁf!lega of grazing his sheep on the forest
reserves for three and one-half months, or at the rate of more than 10
cents a pound, if you please, on the scoured basis, for grazing privileges
the year round. e are paying the rallroads of this country 6} cents
a pound freight on wool to the eastern markets, fizured on the scoured
basis. And we must lpu_v the commission merchant In Boston 33 cents

r pound for handl n% and selling the wool to the manufacturers.
These are fixed charges that are not within the power of the woolgrower
to change.

We pay labor 20 per cent more than is pald in Australia and 300
or cent more than is paid in Mexico and South America. It Is a well-
Emwn fact that it costs more to feed the shepherd dog on the ranges
of the West than it does to feed the peons who are used for herding
in some of the foreign countries, and yet the * free traders ” would ask
an_ Amerlea citizen to comgete' with these conditions.

In the protest made by the Natlonal Woolgrowers' Association agalnst
the free-meat bill before the Senate Finance Committee, Mr. Hagen-
barth, of Idaho, and Ar. Knollin, of New Mexico, made a detailed
statement showing the cost of ew,rc{' item connected with the sheep in-
dustry in the States of Idaho and New Mexico. These two ranches
are ideally located for the economical conduction of the sheep industry,
and are m ed as carefully as any ranches in the United States.
Mr. Hagenbarth shows that upon his ranch the average cost of labor
for running his sheep for five years was $1.12 per head per year. He
ghows that the nveraim annual cost for winter feed for each sheep dur-
ing the same perlod had been 58 cents per head. He shows the aver-
age expense for grazing, taxes, Interest, and general expense for five
vears to have been $1.58 per head, or an average cost of maintainin
one sheep each a year, including 6 per cent interest on investment, ha
been $3.28 per head. He shows that it has cost on an average during
this period 21.3 cents to produce a pound of wool, and it has cost 5.7
cenis to prodnee a pound of mutton,

Mr. Knollin shows that on his ranch in New Mexico It 1s costing in
labor for each sheep an average of 80.8 cents per head, and the total
cost of running one sgheep one year is $2.56 per head. He shows that
it has cost on an average to produce-one pound of wool 15.3 cents.
‘These are fignres that are sustained by vounechers and will be accepted
by any court as truly setting forth the facts,

Now, let us look at the conditions that prevail in Australia and South
Ameriea, the two greatest wool-producing countries In the world.
Australla Is recognized as one of the best sheep countries In the world.
The surface of her land is covered with dense grasses and shrubs that
furnish an abundance of year-long feed for- sheep. The use of hay Is
unknown, and, in fact, it is not put up for sheep feed in that country.

The sheep industry of Australia is operated npon an entirely different
basis from that obtaining in our own country, The lands, both in
Australia and New Zealand, are leased to the gheep men in extremely
large bodies for a period of from 5 to 20 years, at prices ranging from
12 cents per section (640 acres) to 10 cents per acre. It Is sald the
average cost of grazing one sheep one year is 6 cents. It Is estimated
by all authorities that these lands will earry on an average of about
one sheep to every acre and a half. This is for the year-long period.
These leases range from 10,000 to 350,000 acres each, and are fenced
with a wire fence against rabbits and other animals, and are again
subdivided into paddocks, containing from 1,600 to 5,000 acres each.
The sh are turned into these paddocks with no one to care Tor them,
exce({nt what 18 known as the fence rider, who goes through the wvariouns
Pad ocks each day to see that everﬁﬁlng is in proper shape. No
ierders are required, and at lambing time men on horseback ride
through these paddocks and offer such assistance as may be necessary,
it being estimated that one fence rider can look after as many as 5,00y0

sheep during the entire year, except at lambing time and when the
sheep are rounded up for &hearing, which is done on horseback, the same
as cattle ure gathered here. In order that you may know more clearly
the carrying capacity of these Australian lands, I desire to give a Lrlef
descrigélon of gome of their most Important ranches:

In North Queensland, an ijmportant sheep distriet, an Australian
correspondent says: * Regarding our sheep business on land from
which the Crown draws a rental of from 2 to 4 cents per acre, it
works out well, as for many seasons past holdings have been stocked
up well, 13 acres to one sheep for the whole distriet.”

In New Bouth Wales the Bundemar Ranch contains 40,000 acres, and
runs from 30,000 to 40,000 sheep {g\.r Wymr. :

The Red Rock Ranch in New Son ales comprises 20,000 acres, and
runs 20,000 merino shee?.

The Middlefield Ranch in New South Wales contains 10,000 acres, and
runs 8,000 merino sheep.

In addition to the sheep on these ranches, quite a considerable pum-
ber of cattle and horses are maintained. Thus it must be apparent to
all that the carrying capacity of the New Zealand and Austrafﬁm land
is from four to six times greater than that of the western range land
in the United States. It may be wondered at that these ranges are so
groductive, bat this undoubtedly may be accounted for by the fact that
he greater part of New Zealand and Australia has an average rainfall
of from 18 to 24 Inches per annum, and its climate permits grazing the
Fyear round.

In order that yon may understand that hay is not relied upon as a
feed for sheep, I quote some of the large land holdings in Australin and
give the number of acres, as well as the number of acres cultivated on
each ranch : Murtee Ranch, 343,600 acres, 167 acres cultivated ; Marra
Ranch, 252,800 acres, 10 acres cultivated; Avenue Ranch, 109,600 acres,
U3 acres cultivated ; Natillie Ranch, 322,5500 acres, 20 acres eoltivated.

The conditions of South Amsrica are superior to those obtaining in
Austraila, for we have Innumerable Government publications which deal
in detail with the great Il)roducti'.'eneta of the ranges of the Argentina.
In that country aifalfa i sown upon the open range and produces a
etand as great as that produced on the irrigated lands of this country.
As much as 50,000 acres in a tract are seeded to alfalfa in Soufh
America and used solely for the grazing of sheep and cattle. You can
imagine what the carrying eapacity of such ranges would be.

Labor in South America commands an lni{imlﬂcnnt wage and con-
slsts largely of the native indian and half-bred. These men receive in
wages from $12 to $20 per month and board themselves, Sheep there
a:ﬁ]ruﬁtgg@ly in pastures, but in the more unpopulated parts Bcrding
still o 8.

There can te no doubt but that wool can be produced in Australia,
New Zcaland, and South Amerfea at less than one-half the cost in this
country, due largely to the difference In the cost of labor and every-
thing that goes toward the cost of producing a pound of wool, Take it
on grazing privileges, the flockmaster of Australia is not paying more
than 25 per cent of what the flockmaster who uses the forest reserves
pa'{_s in America.

he question that the American people must settle is, “ Shall the
sheegeindnstry be destroyed in this country becanse wool and mutton
can produced cheaper in foreizn countries than In this?” Not only
must the American people declde whether the sheep industry of this
conntry shall be destroyed because wool and mutten can be grown
cheaper in foreign countrles, but they must decide whether the cattle
industry shall be destroyed also. For if the free-meat bill becomes a
law that has just been passed by the Democratic Party through the
House of Representatives, the great cattle industry of this country must
also become a thing of the past. For It is just as impossible to grow
cattle in this country in competition with Australin and South America
as it is to produce wool and mutton in competition with those countries.
¥ree meats and free wool, together with reciprocity with Canada, lecaves
nniﬁlng on the protected list for the American farmer or the live-stock
producer,

Let me say to the great manufacturing Interests that this country
could not endure half slave and half {ree, and If I judge the temper of
the American people rightly, the farmers and Hve-stock breeders of thig
country will not submit long to a tariff on manufactured articles while
all of their products are on the free list. If there is to be free, unre-
strieted competition with the world In the products of the soil of his
country, then there must be free and unrestricted competition with
the mannfactured articles, If the labor on the farms and the labor of
the live-stock Industry is to be placed in competition with the peon
labor of forelgn countries, then the lsbor of the factories and mills must
come in competition with the chea{ns labor of foreign conntries, 1f the

rinciple of protectlon s right, it is right all the way arcund. Nor la
here any raw material produced on the farm. For the wool, the fat
sheep, the fat steer, the wheat, oats, and the barley are the finished
? ucts of the farmer, as much as the output of the mlills and the
wetories is the finished prodoet of the manufacturer. All represent
labor and all should be treated alike. If there Is an honest differcnee
in the cost=of production of an article in this country, that honcst
difference ghould be given by a protective tariff, or else the industiry
that produces that article can not exist.

It seems to me that ever{ American cltizen should be prond of the
fact that It does cost more to produce a pound of wool In this eountry
than it does in foreign countries, for wool, like everything else that s
produced, is a reﬂ;:eseutntlon of labor; and who will deny that the high
standard wages in this country Is responsible for our splendid citizen-
ship, and to reducé labor to the conditions In foreign countries would
be & erime against this Government, snd it must never be done,

We hear much about the high cost of clothing, and the sheep Industry
is charged with this responsibility. I deny most emplmtieallg that
the sheep industry or the protection placed on wool Is responsible for
the high cost of clothing, and I charge Mr. UxpErwoop with knowing
this to be true. If AMr. UNpERWOOD and the Democratic Party had made
an investigation into the high cost of clothing they would know that
the woolgrowers are not responsible for this high cost, and they know,
too, that the high cost of clothinZ in this country can be charged to
the corporate greed and an extravagant system of dolng business in
Ameriea.

Now let me show you what the American flockmaster gets for the raw
material that is put into a suit of clothes:

The average gr ce of wool in the grease, as it comes from the sheep’s
back, has been for the past two lyenrs 144 cents per pound. The aver-
age shrinkage of American wool I8 01 per cent; that Is, after it is
washed or scoured, as it Is called, 81 per cent of wool is washed away
fn dirt, grease, and foreigg substances that is found in the wool as it
comes from the sheep’s back.

Now, In making this wool Into cloth another loss occurs, so that It
takes 19 ounces o¥ geoured wool to make 1 pound of ecloth., The average
weight of a yard of cloth, taking what is known as the lightweight for
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gnmmer and the heavyweight for winter, is 14 ounces, and it takes about
88 yards of zloth to make the averrge sult of clothes, or § pounds of
wool in the grease, and at the average price that this wool has been
ﬁolilnf for the past two years at the railroad statlons of this eountry—
for 149 cents—we find that the American flockmaster gets the magnifl-
cent snm of $1.84 out of an all-wool suit of clothes.

Is there a man in America that this $§1.34 that the woolgrower re-
ceives for all the wool that goes Into a suit of clothes so poor that he
has been denied the privilege of wearing an all-wool suit of clothes?
I think not. I do not believe that there is a man In America that this
£1.34 wouid be a burden to. One dollar and thirty-four cents, if yon
{)lease for all the wool in an all-wool suit of clothes, and don't forget
hat this is the best. This Is cloth made out of what 1s known as first-
class wools—the best wools In the world.

Now let us see what the manufacturer gets for his eloth. I find upon
investigation that it is the custom for the great mills of this country
to sell their cloth under contract to the great wholesale houses in our
large cities at from $1.10 a yard to $1.70 a yard. So I find that the
manufacturer receives about $4.40 for the cloth in a sult of clothes,
This represents all that the woolgrower receives for a year's labor of
growing the wool; all the rallroad gets for hauling the wool some
thousands of miles; all the commission men get for hnndllni and selling
the wool; and all the manufacturer receives for making it into cloth.
Four dollars and fortf cents, if &vou please, for the cloth in a =unit of
clothes, * all wool and a yard wide,” readi to be made Into a suit.

Now let us follow this cloth to the wholesalers—men who produce
nothing at all, who neither spin nor weave—and see what they get for
selling the cloth to the merchants of the country. A careful investiga-
tion shows that they charge from 80 to 140 per cent for distributing
the cloth to the merchants, or, in other words, the great wholesalers
get more out of a yard of cloth than the flockmasters, the railroad, the
commission man, and the manufacturer all put together. Follow this
¢loth to your tallor, and you will find he has paid from $2 to $4 a yard
for it. Now. let him take your measurement for an all-wool suit, and
you will find it will cost you from $30 to $65, depending largely upon
the location and reputation of the tailor. Next step into the retail mer-
chant's establishment and ask for a ready-made all-wool suit of clothes,
and you must pay from $20 to $30. Will Mr. UXDERWOOD rantee the
Ameriean people, If he is allowed to destroy the sheep industry of this
country, that they will have cheaper clothing? I have a suspicion that
this §1.34—all the woolgrower recelves—would go to inerease the
profits of the wholesales and retailers before It reaches the Ameriean
CONSUMEr.

The flockmasters of this country pay $60,000,000 a year for labor,
the best paid labor for the growing of wool in all the world.

Mr. Uxperwoon tells the people that one reason why they are levying
a 20 per cent ad valorem duty on wool Is because of the depleted con-
dition of the Treasury; but upon investigation I find there is no truth
in this, as the Treasury is not de]])loted. nor is there any danger of its
being depleted under the present laws. The only time we have had a
depleted Treasury in this country in time of peace was when the Demo-
cratic Party put wool on the free list and tried to operate this country
under Democratic princlples enacted into laws. .

We hear much from the Democratic Party about the efficiency of labor
in this country, and we are all proud of the fact that labor generally
{8 more efficient here in this country than in any nation on carth.
But the labor is more efficient here because it is better paid, and this
gives the laborer a chanee for better homes, better food, and better
elothing. The home is always better, and the citizenship of the country
is better where the wolf is kept away from the door.

Let us not forget that this is the twentieth century, and the whole
world is advancing with a rapidity that was never known before.
America is taking the lead in this great advancement of efficlency, and
the American laborer is largely responsible for this advancement. The
ghorter hours and better pay he has received has given him a chance for
self-improvement and he hag become the inventive genius of the world.
Let us econtinue to see that he is better pald than any other laborer on
earth, and not throw our ports open, which means placing them in
competition with the world.

Let us not become foolish about the efficiency of labor and believe that
this is enough to protect him against foreign labor. I am sure that
all who have watched the wonderful development of Japan during the
last decnde must realize that the Japanese are becoming wondm'tully
efficient in anything they undertake; and then will the ** free trader™
tell me why the Englishman, the German, the Frenchman, or any other
forelgner can not be made just as efiiclent in his own country as he is
in this? We must not forget that during the 50 years that a protective
polley has been the law of this country it has built up conditions that
can not be ignored, To ignore them wonld be a erime. You can not
bring about a readjustment of business In this eountry by a reduction
of wages, nor an increase in the hours of labor, nor should it be done.

The Demoeratic Party seems to be under fhe impression that they
have been eclected to inaugurate the free-trade pollcies again: but if
they wiil look at the vote of the country that has given them a tem-
porary control of the House of Representatives they will find that their
majority was brought about largely by the Republicans staying at home
and not voting. undreds of thousands of people in this conntry have
become alarmed at the corporate greed that threatened this form of

overnment, and they are Impatient toward any party that is in power
at does not regulate this great evil at once,

1 sometimes wonder if the American Feo le have forgotten the con-
ditions that existed nnder the Wilson bill, when for the first time in 30
vears the free-trade policies of the Democratic Party were enacted into
laws, There can be no better demonstration than that given by Presi-
dent Cleveland's two administrations as President of the Unlited States
what free-trade Fr]ncip]es mean when enaected into laws. During Grover
Cleveland's first administration the Republicans had control of the
Benate, so that it was impossible for the Demoeratic Party to enact
any of thelr free-trade principles into laws. During those four years
Grover Cleveland pald off $540,000,000 of the national -indebtedness.
But Grover Cleveland was elected a second fime, and with him a
Democratic House and a Democratic Senate, and here we find the free-
trade principles enacted into laws, and oh, what a story of misery and
suffering they tell. Hundreds of thousands of men were thrown out of
employment and free soup houses had to be established in all the large
cities to prevent death from starvation. Instead of paying off any of
the national indebtedness he was compelled to sell $£200, 000 worth
of bonds in time of peace to pay the running expenses of this Govern-
menf. One hondred and seventy-seven railroads, with mileage enough
to reach twice around the earth, could not meet their obligations, and
were forced into the hands of a receiver. In those four years of free
trade and Democratic rule the country witnessed 80, commareinl
fallures, with liabilities amounting to $900,000,000. One hundred and
seventy-five national banks closed their doors, and the balance of trade

turned ruinously against us. If capital alone had suffered during those
fours years it would have Leen bad enough, but those who suffered the
most were the army of men thrown out of enailioyment. many of them
with families depending upon them for their ly bread.

Let us hope that the American Ipeople have not forgotten those years
of depression, and that they will not try again those old policies of
the Democratic Party that have always brougﬁ ruin and disaster when
enacted into laws, .

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE,

A message from the House of Representatives, by J. C. South,
its Chief Clerk, communicated to the Senate the intelligence
of the death of the Hon. Georee W, Kipp, late a Representa-
tive Trom the State of Pennsylvania, and transmitted resolu-
tions of the House thereon.

RECESS,

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, in order to enable certain
Senators to address the Senate on the pending bill, I move
that the Senate take a recess until 10 o'clock to-morrow morn-
ing. Then the regular session will begin at 12 o'clock.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, pending that, if the
Senator will allow me—— .

Mr. PENROSE. Certainly. .

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I desire to say that at that time I
should like to submit some observations upon the amendment
which I shall offer ag a substitute for" the pending measure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Heveury in the chair).
The question is on the motion of the Senator from Pennsylvania
that the Senate take a recess until 10 o'clock to-morrow morning,

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 o'clock and 25 minutes
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, Thursday,
July 27, 1911, at 10 o'clock a. m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
WeoxNesoay, July 26, 1911. '

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the
following prayer:

Infinite Spirit, Father of all souls, we thank Thee for that
deep and abiding faith which through all the vicissitudes of life
holds us close to Thee; for the star of hope which illnmines
our way and leads on to nobler life and endeavor; for that
subtile, pure, mysterious something which we ecall “love”
which binds us together into families and friendships which
time mor space can sever. Once more the angel of death has
visited the congressional family and taken from this House
a Member who, thongh modest and unassuming, promised a
career of great usefulness to his State and Nation. Comfort
his colleagues and friends, and be very near fo the bereaved
family; inspire them fo look forward to a happy reunion
somewhere, sometime, where sorrow and death never come.
And we will aseribe-all praise to Thee, through Jesus Christ,
our Lord. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, July 22, 1911,
was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Crockett, one of its
clerks, announced that the Senate had passed wtihout amend-
ment bill of the following title:

H. It, 4412, An act to promote reciprocal trade relations with
the Dominion of Canada, and for other purposes,

The message from the Senate also announced that the Senate
had passed bills of the foHowing titles, in which the concurrence
of the House of Representatives was requested:

8.323. An act for the payment of certain claims for dam-
ages to and loss of private property;

8. 3. An act to improve navigation on Black Warrior River,
in the State of Alabama;

8.8024. An act to provide for the reconstruction, alteration,
and repair of a bridge across {he Weymouth Back River, in
the State of Massachusetis; and

8.J. Res. 21, Joint resolution increasing the membership of
the Joint Committee of Congress upon the Library.

BENATE BILLS REFERRED.

TUnder clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bills and joint resolu-
tion of the following titles were taken from the Speaker's
table and referred to their appropriate commitiees, as indi-
cated below:

8.8024. An act to provide for the reconstruction, alteration,
and repair of a bridge across the Weymouth Back River, in the
State of Massachuseits; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce,
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8.943. An act to improve navigation on Black Warrior
River, in the State of Alabama; to the Committee on Rivers
and Harbors.

8. 323. An act for the payment of certain claims for damages
to and loss of private property; to the Committee on Claims.

S.J. Res. 21. Joint resolution increasing the membership of
the Joint Committee of Congress upon the Library; to the Com-
mitiee on the Library.

WITHDREAWAL OF PAPERS—EILLIAN SIMON.

Mr. Koxor, by unanimous consent, obtained leave to with-
draw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, pipers
in the case of Killlan Simon, Sixty-first Congress, no adverse
report having been made thereon.

TREATY OF 1832 WITH RUSSIA.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that I may have five minutes in which to address the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York [Mr. GoLp-
rocLE] asks unanimous consent to address the House for five
minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I understand an announcement
was to be made, and that the House was to adjourn soon. I
think it is not desirable to have any other business transacted
in the absence of a quorum.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. May I say to the gentleman from Illi-
nois that I merely rise to present to the House and to have
printed in the Rzcoep a concurrent resolution of the Legisla-
ture of the State of New York?

Mr. MANN. The proper way to do that is to present it

through the basket. The rules provide a method of doing that. |

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. The concurrent resolution favors the
abrogation of the treaty of 1832 between the United States
and Russia, and I am sure the gentleman from Illinois can
have no objection to printing that in the Recorp. I think the
gentleman should accord that courtesy to the Legislature of

H.R.12312. An act to amend paragraph 500 of the act ap-
proved August 5, 1909, entitled “An act to provide revenue,
equalize duties, and encourage the industries of the United
States, and for other purposes.”

Mr. CANNON. I do not raise the peint of no quorum. It
ioc;ki as though there was no quorum, but I do not raise the
poin

The SPEAKER. The Chair did not understand what the
gentleman from Illinois =aid.

Mr, CANNON. I made the remark that I doubted if there
wils o quorum present. If there is not a quorum present, and
the point is made, of course no business can be transacted;
but I do not care to make the point myself.

EXEOLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THL FPRESIDENT FOR HIS AFPROVAL.

My, CRAVENS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that this day they had presented to the President of the
United States for his approval the following bills:

. R.12312. An act to amend paragraph 500 of the act approved
Aungust 5, 1909, entitled “An act to provide revenue, equalize
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes”; and

H. R.4412. An act to promote reciprocal trade relations with
the Dominion of Canada, and for other purposes,

PUBLICITY OF CAMPAIGN CONTRIEUTIONS.

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I ask the Chair to
lay before the House the bill (H. IR. 2058) which has passed the
Senate, known as the publicity bill. :

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, if the request is made, I shall
make the point of no quornm.

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I hope the gentle-

| man will permif me to make a statement and will reserve his

the State of New York as well as to the people affected by the |

matter involved.

Mr., MANN. The Legislature of the State of New York is
entitled to no more courtesy and no less than the legislature of
any other State in the Union. The rules of the House provide
a method of presenting such things.

Mr, GOLDFOGLE. The Massachusetts resolution was read
the other day. I trust that the gentleman from Illinois will
allow this resolution to be printed in the Rrcorp. =

Mr. MANN.
now. Why does he not use it?

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Do I understand the gentleman from |

Hlinois to withdraw his objection?

Mr. MANN. Oh, no; not at all.
submitted for objection yet.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. Does the Chair understand the gentleman
from Illinois is objecting?

Mr. MANN. I have not heard any request submitted by the
Chair yet.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. I made the request.

The SPEAKER. The Chair put the question to the House:
% Tg there objection?”

Mr. MANN. I beg the Chair's pardon. I did not hear the
request submitted. I was mistaken. But I do nef think it de-
girable to have any business transacted to-day.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois objects.

Mr. RUCKER of Misscuri. Mr. Speaker——

Ar. GOLDFOGLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
%Ent the resolution which I now present be printed in the

CORD.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani-
mons consent that the resolution which he sends to the Clerk’s
desk be printed in the Rucorn.

Mr, MANN. Oh, I am not so easily caught as that. I object.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman frem Illinois objects.

Mr. CANNON. The regular order, Mr. Speaker.
qur. RUCKEER of Missourl. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary

uiry.

Mr. CANNON. I ask for the regular order.

The SPIAKER. The regular order is to lay before the
House two reports from the Committee on Enrolled Bills.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED,

Mr. CRAVENS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills
of the following titles, when the Speaker signed the same:

H.RR.4412. An act to promote reciprocal trade relations
with the Dominion of Canada, and for other purposes; and

The guestion has not been

The gentleman from New York has the floor |
| asks unanimous consent for five minutes to make a statement.

point,

Mr. MANN. I understood that an announcement was to be
miade to the House, and if it is to be made it would be better to
have it made now.

Mr. RUCKER of Missourl. Mr. Speaker, I should like fo
make a statement, if T may.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman can make the statement fo-
morrosw.

The SPEAKER. It can be done by unanimous consent.

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. I ask unanimous consent for five
minutes to make a statement.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Rucker]

Is there objection?
Mr. MANN. At this time I object.
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois objects.
Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. I object to the gentleman ob-
jecting.
DEATH OF REPRESENTATIVE KIPP,

Mr. ROTHERMEL. Mr, Speaker, at the request of his fam-
ily, I desire to announce the death of Hon. Grorce WasHING-
ToX Kripr, late a Member of this House and a Representative
from the State of Pennsylvania, and I move the adoption of
the following resolutions.

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will report the resolutions.

The Clerk read as follows:

House resolution 247.

Resolved, That the House has heard with regret and profound sor-
row of the death of GrorgeE WaisHINGTON KIPP, Retpresentatjw in this
House from the fourteenth congressional distriet of Pennsylvania.

Resolved, That a committee of 15 Members of the House, with such
Members of the Senate as may be jolned, be appointed to attend the
funeral, at Towanda, Pa.; and that the necessary expenses attending
gme execution of this order be paid out of the contingent fund of the

ouse.

Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of the House be authorized and
directed to take such steps as may be necessary for properly carrying
out the provisions of these resolutions.

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate these resolutions to the Sen-
ate and transmit a copy thereof to the family of the deceased,

The resolutions were agreed to, and the Speaker appointed
as the committee on the part of the House Mr. RoTHERMEL,
Mr. McHENEY, Mr. WisoN of Pennsylvania, Mr. PaLmEer, Mr,
DIrENDERFER, Mr. GreEse of Pennsylvania, Mr, Lee of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr, Sgerwoop, Mr, Laus, Mr, UNpErEInn, Mr. McDEr-
amorT, Mr. OrLmsTED, Mr. McCrEARY, Mr. LANgHAM, and Mr,
ANDREWS,

Mr. ROTHERMEL, Mr. Speaker, as a further mark of re-
spect, I move that the House de now adjourn,

The resolution was agreed to; accordingly (at 12 o'clock and
15 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Thurs-
day, July 27, 1011, at 12 o’clock noon.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. HEFLIN, from the Committee on Indusirial Arts and
Ixpositions, to which was referred the concurrent resolution
of the House (H. Con. Res. 11) requesting the President of the
TUnited States to invite foreign nations to participate in the
celebration of the completion of the Florida East Coast Rail-
way Co.’s line connecting the mainland of Florida with Key
West, reported the same with amendments, accompanied by a
report (No. 64), which =aid resolution and report were re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.,

TUnder clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Pensions was
discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 499)
granting an increase of pension to Benjamin F. Ralls, and the
same was referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo-
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADAMSON: A bill (H. R. 12808) to authorize com-
mon carriers engaged in inferstate commerce to contract with
newspapers for publication of schedules, ete, and issue re-
ceipts good for payment of transportation; to the Committee
_ on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12809) relating to the regulation and trans-
actions of corporations engaging in interstate commerce; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, a bill (H, R, 12810) regulating charges for transporta-
tion of parcels by express companies engaged in interstate
commerce; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Coni-
merce.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12811) to pronde for the physical valua-
tion of railrcad properties and to secure information concern-
ing their stocks and bonds and boards of directors; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. UNDERWOOD: A bill (H. R. 12812) to reduce the
duties ‘on manufactures of cotton; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

By Mr. CURLEY : A bill (H. R. 12813) to refund duties col-
lected on parts and accessories of lace-making and other ma-
chines imported prior to January 1, 1911; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12814) regulating the compensation of
“mchmen. messengers, and laborers in the Post Office Depart-
ment; to the Committee on Expenditures in the Post Office
Denartment.

By Mr. TALBOTT of Maryland: A bill (H. R. 12815) re-
quiring the Washington Spa Spring and Gretta Railroad Co.
and the Washington Railway & Electric Co. to give mutual
transfers; to the Commiftee on the District of Columbia. :

By Mr. WILLIS: A bill (H. R. 12816) to provide for pensions
to widows and minor children of soldiers, sailors, and marines
who served in the War with Spain; to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. HULL: A bill (H. R. 12817) for the erection of a
public building at Dayton, Tenn.; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12818) to authorize the Secretary of War
to continue and complete the locking and damming of the Cum-
berland River in Tennessee, above Nashville and to the Ken-
tucky line, and in accordance with the plan heretofore author-
ized and adopted by river and harbor act of 1886, on or before
July 1, 1916, and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12819) appropriating the sum of $60,000
for locking and damining and otherwise improving Richland
River between Dayton, Tenn., and where it empties into the
Tennessee River; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12520) to establish a fish hatchery and
biological station in the fourth congressional district of the
State of Tennessee; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine
and Fisheries,

By Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky (by request of the Commis-
sioners of the District of Columbia): A bill (H. R. 12821) to
repeal the various acts of Congress relating to the conveyance
of the title of the United States to square 1131 and certain
other land to Sidney Bieber, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

Also (by request of the Commissioners of the District of
Columbia), a bill (H. R. 12822) to provide a connecting high-

way between Massachusetts Avenue and R Street NW., along
Lovers Lane; te the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. CAMPBELL: A bill (H. R. 12823) to prevent common
carriers from leasing, subletting, or permitting other persons,
firms, companies, or corporations to ecarry for hire, packages,
parcels, or merchandise of any character; and requiring common
carriers to furnish facilities and promulgate schedules of rates
for carrying such parcels, packages, or merchandise on pas-
senger, mail, or express trains, and providing for penalties; to
the Committee on Inferstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky (by request of the Commis-
sioners of the District of Columbia) : A bill (H. R. 12824) to
provide for the condemnation of land for highway and park
purposes to preserve the Klingle Ford Valley; to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. FRENCH: A bill (H, R. 12825) to provide for the
building of good roads through the cooperation of the Federal
Government, the States and Territories, and the counties there-
of ; to the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. STEPHENS of California: A bill (II. R. 12826) pro-
viding for the discovery, development, and protection of stresms,
springs, and water holes in the desert and arid publie lands of
the United States, for rendering the same more readily acces-
sible, and for the establishment of and maintenance of sign-
boards and monuments locating the same; fo the Committee on
Irrigation of Arid Lands.

By Mr. ANTHONY: A bill (H. R. 12827) providing for the
discontinuance of the grade of post noncommissioned staff
officer on the active list of the Army and creating the grade
orrfwarrant officer in lieu thereof; to the Commitiee on Military
Affairs,

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: A bill (H. R. 12328) to provide
for a public building at Sweetwater, Tex.; to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R, 12829) to provide for a public building at
Rtamford, Tex.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.

By Mr. MURDOCK : A bill (H. R. 12830) to establish a fish
hatchery in Butler County, Kans.; to the Committee on the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. CANDLER: A bill (H. R. 12831) to repeal sections
3412 and 3413 of the Revised Statutes and parts of sections 19
and 20 of an act amending the customs and internal-revenue
laws, approved February 8, 1875; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12832) authorizing and requiring the Seec-
retary of the Treasury to issue noninferest-bearing Treasury
injotes in certain contingencies; tg the Committee on Ways and

eans,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12833) to increase the compensation of
rural letter carriers; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12834) providing for a certain percentage
of cancellation of stamps and making an allowance for rents,
fuel, and lights, ete., to fourth-class postmasters; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 12835) to prevent corporations engaged in
interstate or foreign commerce owning stock in another cor-
poration engaged in interstate or foreign commerce; to forbid
them having duplicate directories; and forbidding them, when a
trust, the use of the mails; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12836) fo secure depositors in national
banks against loss, ete.; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

Als=o, a bill (H. R. 12837) to prohibit the receipt, delivery, or
transmission of interstafe or foreign messages, or other infor-
mation to be used in connection with, and to prohibit inter-
state and foreign transactions of every character and descrip-
tion that in any wise depend upon margins as a part thereof,
and for other purposes; to the Comunittee on Inferstate and
Foreign Commerce,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12838) tfo extend the limits of Shiloh
National Military Park; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12839) to refund to lawful claimants
the cotton tax collected for the years 1863, 1864, 1865, 1866,
1867, and 1868; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (R. R. 12840) to grant to the several States all
the public lands therein for common-school purposes when the
same shall become less than 50,000 acres in such State; to the
Committee on the Public Lands.

Also, a bill (FH. R. 12841) to prohibit in the District of Co-
Iumbia the intermarriage of whites with Negroes or Mongolians;
to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. CURLEY ; A bill (H. R. 12842) to regulate the hours
of labor of clerks and carriers in offices of the first and second
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glass in the Post Office Department; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. SMITH of New York: A bill (H. R, 12843) to fix the
pompensation of rural letter carriers; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Resolution (H. Res. 248) authorizing
certain committees to employ one messenger and janitor to
Jjointly serve such committees; to the Committee on Accounts.

By Mr. ROBERTS of Nevada: Resolution (H. Res. 249)
providing for the appointment of a committee to be known as
the Committee on Investigators; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. RODDENBERY : Resolution (H. Res. 250) authoriz-
ing the dismissal of a certain number of the Capitol police
force; to the Committee on Accounts.

Also, resolution (H, Res. 251) of confidence in and approval
of the services of Dr. H, W. Wiley; to the Committee on Agri-
colture.

By Mr. CANDLER: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 134) pro-
viding for the introduction of testimony in behalf of the de-
fendant in all preliminary hearings of a criminal nature; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ESTOPINAL: Concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
13) requesting the President of the United States to have a fair
proportion of our war vessels assigned to New Orleans as their
home port, to station defense vessels in the New Orleans Har-
bor to protect the Passes of the Mississippl River, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. LENROOT: Memorial from the Legislature of Wis-
. consin, memorializing Congress to enact a law imposing a suit-
able license or other fee upon crafts navigating the Great
Lakes and contiguous waters; to the Committee on the :Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, memorial from the Legislature of Wisconsin, memorial-
izing Congress in regard to the establishment of a parcels
post; to the Commitiee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, memorial from the Legislature of Wisconsin memorializ-
ing Congress to initiate or participate in a general world-wide
movement for international peace; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

Also, memorial from the Legislature of Wisconsin relating to
the ownership and operation of railroads, docks, and steam-
ship lines necessary for the opening up of the Alaskan territory
and the coastwise trade; to the Committee on the Territories.

Also, memorial from the Legislature of Wisconsin memorializ-
ing Congress to take such action as may be necessary to compel
all interstate railroads to engage directly in the business of
carrying and delivering express; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BURKE of South Dakota: A bill (H. R. 12844) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Lester J. Dack; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CANDLER: A bill (H. R. 12845) granting an in-
crease of pension to Jesse W. Dabbs; to the Committee on Pen-
gions.

_ Also, a bill (H. R. 12846) granting a pension to Emma Boyle;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12847) granting a pension to Samuel K,
Stillman; fo the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12848) to carry into effect the findings of
the Court of Claims in the matter of the claim of the estate of
Thomas J. Price, deceased ; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H, R. 12849) to carry into effect the findings of
the Court of Claims in the case of T. A. Norris, administrator
of estate of N. M. Aldridge, deceased; to the Committee on
War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 12850) to carry into effect the findings of
the Court of Claims in the case of John Wood; to the Com-
mittee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12851) in aid of the common schools of'
Mississippi; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

Also, a bin (H. R. 12852) for the relief of heirs or estate of
T. M. D. Coln, deceased ; to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (R T 12853) for the relief of the heirs of
Louisa Elliott, deceased ; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12854) for the relief of the heirs of Sarah
R. Farmer, decensed; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12855) for the relief of the heirs of Jere-
miah E. Cunningham, deceased; to the Committee on War
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12856) for the relief of the heirs of Richard
E. Holt, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12857) for the relief of the heirs of Glad-
ney, Gardner & Co.; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12858) for the relief of the heirs of Nancy
Whitfield, deceased ; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R 12859) for the relief of heirs of Sylvia.
Cannon to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12860) for the relief of the heirs of M. A.
MecAnulty, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims, <

Also, a bill (H. R. 12861) for the relief of the heirs of
George W. Gardner, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12862) for the relief of the heirs of
garriet F. and Robert McPeters; to the Committee on War

aims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12863) for the relief of the heirs of Mary
A. F. Peters, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 12864) for the relief of estate of W. F\,
Young; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12865) for the relief of estate of W. R.
Smith; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12866) for the relief of the estate of
Richard Mann, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12867) for the relief of the estate of Mary
H. Moore, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12868) for the relief of the estate of J. M.
Cumby, heir of M. B. Cumby ; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12869) for the relief of the estate of Rich-
mond Pace, deceased ; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a Dbill (H. R. 12870) for the relief of the estate of

Andrew J. Kinecaid; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12871) for the relief of the estate of Wil-
liam Clement, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12872) for the relief of the estate of J. W.
Hopkins, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12873) for the relief of the estate of
Richard D. Fielder; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12874) for the relief of the estate of W. R.
Smith, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12875) for the relief of the estate of Milton
Crawford, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12876) for the relief of the estate of J. K.
Morrison, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12877) for the relief of the estate of Josiah
White, deceased ; to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H, R, 12878) for the relief of the estate of R. C.
Bumpass, deceased ; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 12879) for the relief of the estate of John
Linton, deceased ; to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12880) for the relief of Mrs. Jennie Gaston
Henderson, sole and only heir of L. B, Gaston, deceased; to the
Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12881) for the relief of D. M, Whittaker
and heirs of the estate of H. H. Whittaker, deceased; to the
Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 12882) for relief of George Kimberley and
Sam Kimberley, heirs of M. P. Kimberley, deceased; to the Com-
mittee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 12883) for the relief of Matilda H. Reed;
to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12834) for the relief of Dr. O. R. Early;
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12885) for the relief of Isabella Rowsey;
to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12886) for the relief of heirs of John
Hamilton; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a ‘bill (H. R. 12887) for the relief of Susan G Robin-
son; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12888) for the relief of Francis E. Whit-
field and Lucy G. Whitfield; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12889) for the relief of Lucretia Lambert;
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12800) for the relief of the trustees of the
Baptist Church of Rienzi, Miss.; to the Committee on War
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12891) for the relief of J. W. Walker; to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12802) for the relief of David Ingram;
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12893) for the relief of Mrs. E. A. Hub-
bard; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12804) for the relief of B. H. Davis, ad-
ministrator of the estate of Enos Davis, decensed; to the Com-
mittee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12895) for the relief of Mary Johnson;
to the Committee on War Claims.
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Also, a bill (H, R. 12896) for the relief of A. W. McClure; to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12897) for the relief of J. W. Causey; to
the Commiftee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 12898) for the relief of Sallie Sowell; to
the Committee on War Claims

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 12899) for the relief of J. R. Wilson; to
the Committee on War Claims. . '

By Mr. CANNON: A bill (H. R. 12000) granting an increase
of pension to Edward C. Blush; to the Commit{ee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12001) granting an increase of pension to
John M. Ambrose; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12902) granting an increase of pension to
James Savage; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. B. 12903) granting an increase of pension to
James M. Weatherford; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12004) granting an increase of pension to
John O'Brien; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 12005) granting an increase of pension to
John W. Dare; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12006) granting an increase of pension to
Peter McDonald, alias Peter Murphy; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 12907) granting an increase of pension fo
John Berry: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. .

Also, a bill {(H. R. 12008) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph Welker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

“Also, a bill (H. R, 12009) granting an increase of pension fo
John J. Trimble; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12910) granting an increase of pension to
John A, Egan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 12011) granting an increase of pension to
.Hudson Watkins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12012) granting an increase of pension to
Clifford . Woodward; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 12913) granting an increase of pension to
Frank Pierce; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 12014) granting an increase of pension fo
Patrick McDonald; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R, 12015) granting an increase of pension to
John Atkins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CLINE: A bill (H. R. 12016) granting an increase of
pension to Alexander Eakman; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12917) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel C. Hoover; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. COOPER: A bill (H. R. 12018) granting a pension to
Martha F. Parker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CULLOP: A bill (H. R. 12919) granting an increase
of pension to Joseph M, Kirby; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12920) granting an increase of pension to
I. P. Leonard ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CURLEY : A bill (H. R. 12021) granting a pension to
Wilfred W. Phaneuf; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, A bill (H. R. 12922) granting a pension to Margaret A.
Gately; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12923) granting a pension to Annie G.
Hall; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12924) for the relief of Patrick Murphy;
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12025) for the relief of Herman Hanatier;
to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. DODDS: A bill (H. R. 12926) granting an increase
of pension to William Y. Jones; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12927) granting an increase of pension to
Mark Featherly; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12928) granting an increase of pension to
Alvaroe Curtis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12929) granting an increase of pension to
William R, Holloway ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12030) for the relief of Harrison Berdan;
to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. DAVIS of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 12031)
granting a pension to Abraham Myers; to the Committee on
Pensions. ]

By Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 12932)
granting an increase of pension to Carlton N. Willison; to
the Commitfee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HULL: A bill (H. R. 12933) granting a pension to
William R. Chaffin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12034) granting a pension to Sallie Q. [

Dowell; to the Commitfee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12935) granting a pension to.Henry T.
Dawson; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 129368) granting an increase of pension to
Giles Walden; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12937) granting an increase df pension to
Martha J. McDuffy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions

Also, a bill (H. R. 12938) granting an increase of pension to
Dixon A. Jenkins; to the Committee an Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (EL R. 12939) for the relief of J. K. P. Davis; to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12940) for the relief of Martin L. Loftis;
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12041) for the relief of R. F. Pippin; to
the Committee on War Claims

Also, a bill (H. R. 12942) for the relief of heirs of Robert
Wix, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 129043) to remove the charge of desertion
against Joseph P. Rollins; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12044) to carry into effect the findings of
the Court of Claims'in the matter of the claim of Robert A.
Dickson ; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12045) to carry into effect the findings of
the Court of Claims in the matier of the claim of the estate
%1]! {Clrina Cunnyngham, deceased; to the Committee on War

alms.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12946) authorizing the Secretary of War
to recognize Calvin L. S8mith, deceased, as having been a mem-
ber of Capt. Bryson's eompany, North Carolina Scouts and
Guards, Civil War; to the Committee on Military Affairs

Also, a bill (H. R. 12047) authorizing the Secretary of War
to recognize Richard B. Herrin, deceased, as having been a
member of Company C, First Regiment Tennessee Mounted Vol- .
iu{ﬁteer Infantry, Civil War; to the Committee on Military Af-

rs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12048) authorizing the Secretary of War
to recognize John A. Elmore, deceased, as having been a mem-
ber of Company I, First Regiment Tennessee Mounted Volunteer
Infantry, later Fifth Regiment Tennessee Volunteer Cavalry,
Civil War; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. LENROOT: A bill (H. R. 12049) granting a pension
to Joseph Jiles; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12050) granting a pension to Loulsa
Brown; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12051) granting a pension to Mary B,
Stannard; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12952) granting an increase of pension to
Jonas Kyes; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, i

Also, a bill (H. R. 12953) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm Bold; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. LITTLEPAGE: A bill (H. R. 12954) for the relief
of the legal representatives of John Symns, deceased; to the
Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R, 12955) for the relief of the legal repre-
Els?nti;lntl_ves of James Dunn, deceased; to the Committee on War

aims

Also, a bill (H. R. 12956) for the rellef of the legal repre-
sentatives of John H. Hansbarger, deceased; to the Committes
on War Claims.

By Mr, MCHENRY: A bill (H. R. 12957) granting an in-
crease of pension to John MecAlarney; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. McEKINLEY: A bill (H. R. 12958) granting an in-
crease of pension to Benjamin W. Schenck; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12959) granting an increase of pension to
Pleasant H. Wilson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MADDEN: A bill (H. R, 12960) granting a pension
to Wardell Guthrie; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. MAHER: A bill (H. R. 12961) granting a pension to
Hugh Curley; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. MORSE of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 12062) granting
a pension to James Hofton; fo the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. MURDOCK: A bill (H. B. 12963) granting an in-
crease of pension to Willlam J. Forbes; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, 2 bill (H. R. 12864) granting an increase of pension to
Almond Partridge; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY : A bill (H. R. 12965) granting an
increase of pension to Patrick F. Harrington; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions. f

Also, a bill (H. R. 12066) granting an increase of pension fo
Mary E. Ball; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12967) granting a pension to Margaret T.
Martin; to the Committee on Pensions.
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By Mr. PALMER: A bill (H. R. 12068) granting an increase
of pension to John §. Hufford; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12969) granting an increase of pension to
John 8. Dorshimer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PATTON of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 12970) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Balser Hullihen; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PEPPER: A bill (H. R. 12971) granting a pension to
J. A, McLoskey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 12072) granting a pension to Rachel
Thompson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12073) granting an increase of pension to
Jaomes W. Ellis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12974) granting an increase of pension to
Michael Fitzpatrick; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12075) for the relief of the heirs of Jacob
Thomas; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. POWERS: A bill (H. R. 12976) granting a pension to
William Pace; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12077) granting a pension to R. M. Bass;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (F. R. 12078) granting an increase of pension to
Zachariah T. Anderson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions

Also, a bill (1. It. 12979) granting an increase of pension to
Benjamin H. Spurlock; to the Commiitee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12980) granting an increase of pension to
George J. Hurt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12981) granting an increase of pension to
Harvey Mitchell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12082) granting an increase of pension to
James Sparks; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 12983) granting an increase of pension to
John W. Forester; fo the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12084) granting an increase of pension to
Green Williams; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 12985) granting an increase of pension to
William Cottengim; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12086) granting an increase of pension to
Mrs. F. R. Blanton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R 12087) granting an increase of pension to
R. M. Bass: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 12088) granting a pension to Martha J.
Watson: to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12080) granting an incrense of pension to
Benjamin H. Spurlock; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo. a bill (H. R. 12990) granting an increase of pension to
Martin Lovitt: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12991) granting an increase of pension to
Willlem H. Davis: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alego, a bill (T R. 12992) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of William B, Estes; to the Commit-
tee on Military Affairs. _

Also, a bill (H. R. 12093) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of Charles V. Barber; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12094) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of James Brock; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. RUCKER of Colorado: A bill (H. R. 12905) granting
a pension to Frank Boren; to the Committee on Pensions,

Dy Mr. STONE: A bill (H. R. 12096) granting an increase of
pension to William H, Weirick; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. UTTER : A bill (H. R. 12997) granting an increase of
pension to John 8, Brown; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions. -

Also, a bill (H. R. 12998) granting an increase of pension to
Sara M. Brown; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. WEEKS: A bill (H. R, 12090) granting an increase
of pension to Handel P. Fisher; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr, WILLIS: A bill (H. R, 13000) granting an increase
of pension to Samuel A. Moore; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. WOOD of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 13001) correct-
ing the military record of Adolphus Yuncker; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

PETITIONS, ETC.
TUnder clause 1 of Rule XXII, pefitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:
By the SPEAKER: Resolution of German-American Alliance
of RRhode Island, approving House resolution 106, providing for
an investigation of the administration of the immigration office

attiiﬁmla Island; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali-
zation,

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Papers to accompany House bill 12435,
a bill for the special relief of William F. Crites; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BURKE of South Dakota: Resolutions by the Ben
Franklin Club, Sioux Falls, 8. Dak., approving House joint
resolution 974 fo the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mn CALDER: Letter from the San Francisco Labor
Council, supporting the resolution of Mr. Foster of Illinois,
proposing & committee on publie health and national quarantine ;
to the Committee on Rules.

Also, resolution of Kings County Republican general com-
mittee, favoring the Canadian reciprocity agreement; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, memorial of Union Central Life Insurance Co., favoring
House resolution 114; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. CANNON: Petition of Thomas Carmichael, of Ver-
milion, IlL, praying for the reduction of the duty on raw and
refined sugar; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DAVIS of West Virginia : Petitions of Leslie Hawker
& Co., H. J. Cross, and others, opposing a parcels post; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. HARTMAN: Resolutions of Pennsylvania Pharma-
ceutical Association, indorsing Dr. Wiley, and a resolution op-
posing the Sherley drug bill; to the Committee on Expenditures
in the Department of Agriculture.

By Mr. LEWIS : Memorial of Baltimore Chamber of Commerce
urging an amendment to the corporation-tax law; to the Com.
mittee on Ways Frnd Ltlgan;h .

Also, petition from the Three Forks Supply Co., of
W. Va., asking for a reduction In the durgg Z)n sugar F]tlﬁﬂ&‘i;
Committee on Ways and Means. :

By Mr. MURDOCK : Petition of citizens of Conway Springs,
Kans., for a reduction in the duty on raw and refined sugars;
to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY : Petition of Frederick W. Andrews,
of Providence, R. I, requesting the passage of the parecels-post
bill; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads,

Also, petition of Brownell & Feild Co., of Providence, R. T,
against the present rate of 2 cents per ounce on first-class mail,
because it constifutes an unreasonable tax for the benefit of
other classes of mail matter and favoring a rate of 1 cent on
first-class mail; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roada,

By Mr. PALMER: Resolutions of Pennsylvania Pharmacen-
tieal Association, indorsing Dr. Wiley and a resolution oppos-
ing the Sherley drug bill; to the Committee on Expenditures in
the Department of Agriculture,

By Mr. PLUMLEY : Petition of L. T. Landman and 4 other
residents of South Londonderry, Vi., asking for a reduction in
duty on raw and refined sugars; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. SIMS: Petition of numerous business men of Paris,
Tenn., against parcels post; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

By Mr. TILSON : Resolutions of the Hartford Business Men’s
Association, in opposition to parcels post; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads. ;

Also, resolutions of the National Assoclation of Automobile
Manufacturers (Inc.), urging upon Congress the imperative need
for gn amendment of the corporation tax; to the Committee on
the Juydiciary.

By Mr. UTTER: Resolutions of the Merchants’ Association
of Pawtucket, R. I, favoring a 30-foot channel for Providence
River and Harbor; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, papers to accompany bill granting an increase of pen-
gion to Nancy Carolin, and papers to accompany House bill
12602, a bill granting an increase of pension to Jerry B. Foster;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WEBB: Petition of citizens of Morganton, N. C.,
asking for the establishment of a parcels-post system; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Algo, petitions of citizens of Gaston County, N, C.; J. W.
Wilson, B. F. Davis, I. 1. Davis, and B. Bristol, of Morganton,
N. O., asking for a reduction in the duty on raw and refined
sugars; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WILSON of New York: Letter from Elmer H. Van
Nause, president of Local No. 1132, Retail Clerks’ International
Protective Association, Brooklyn, N. Y., protesting against the
removal of Dr. Wiley; to the Committee on Expenditures in the
Department of Agriculture,

By Mr. WOOD of New Jersey: Papers to accompany House
resolution correcting the military record of Adolphus Yuncker;
to the Committee on Military Affairs. .
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SENATE.
[Continuation of legislative day of Wednesday, July 26, 1911.]

The Senate met, at the expiration of the recess, at 10 o'clock
4. m., Thursday, July 27, 1911.

TARIFF DUTIES O WOOL.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R.11019) to reduce the duties on wool
and manufactures of wool.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE obtained the floor.

Mr. DAVIS. Will the Senator from Wisconsin yield to me
for a moment?

Mr: LA FOLLETTE. I trustthe Senator will not make a eall
for a quorum. I would prefer to go on. I think Senators will
come in, and if a call should be made it would compel us fo
suspend proceedings.

. Theaéd VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Wisconsin will
proceed,

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield to the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Saroor].

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the Senator from Wisconsin has
kindly yielded for a few minutes to me for the purpose of dis-
cussing the pending bill (H. R. 11019) to reduce the duty on
wool and manufactures of wool. I did intend to go into this
question in detail. I had hoped to have time enough to explain
to Senators before the vote upon this bill was taken the working
of Bchedule K, beginning with the wool in the grease and fol-
lowing it until it was manufactured inte clothing. But I am
admonished by the Senator from Wisconsin that he would like
to begin his speech at 10.80. Therefore, I shall have to content
myself with discussing very briefly one or two points, leaving
the question of a thorough consideration of Schedule K to some
future time, more than likely after the Tariff Board has made
its report.

I wish that the Senator from Montana [Mr. Dixox] were
present, for, in a spirit of friendship and kindness, I wanted
to call attention fo some of the statements made by him yes-
terday, because I believe that he has been misinformed as to
the price of wool in London and the price of wool in this
country, or as to the grade and classification of the wools com-
pared. On further examination I am positive the Senator
would make the correction. If true, his statement proves be-
yond question that our woolgrowers in this country are in such
a disorganized condition or so woefully lack business capacity
that a tariff rate of any amount would not help them, for they
sell their wool for the price offered them and do not take into
consideration the world price, knowing that the manufacturer
must import wools and pay the London price plus the duty,
whatever it is.

Congress can not legislate a market for wool That is im-
possible. It can legislate a duty upon wool in the grease of 11
cents per pound, a duty on washed wool of 22 cents, a duty on
scoured wool of 33 cents a pound; but it can not pass a law
directing the wool men of this country to sell their wool for
11 cents more in the grease than it is sold in foreign lands,
grade, shrinkage, and classification being equal; nor can it say
to the manufacturer “You must pay 11 cents per pound more
for like wools.” Eliminate from the present law the skirting
clause and increase the rate on washed wools of the second class
to twice that of wools of the second class in the grease and the
average shrinkage of foreign wools imported into this country
will be about the same as the American wools, grade for grade
alike. I know for the last year the American woolgrower has
not received much benefit from the tariff, but the reason for
that is the fear of the American manufacturer, the only pur-
chaser the woolgrower has, that the revision of Schedule K
will place wonl en the free list or nearly so. The manuofacturer
must look ahead at least one year, for it takes at least that
length of time after purchasing the wool in the grease before
he can convert the wool into finished goods and get returns
from the eale of fhem. He is not like a merchant who ean buy
a sack of suzar to-day and it is sold to-morrow. One hundred
per cent on wools with inadequate protection of the manufac-
tured article would not benefit the woolgrower a penny, for
with the American mills closed and ywoolen goods being furnished
the American people by forelgn manufacturers the woolgrower
would hiave fo look to the foreigner for a market for his wool.

My, President, tiie agitation which has been going on, through
the newspapers and magazines of this country, I believe, mod-
erately estimated, has cost the industries covered by Schedule
K §150,000,000, It caused the farmers who grow wool to sell
the clip of 1910 at $25,000,000 less than they received for the
1009 clip. Prices in the United States have fallen 30 per cent,
while everywhere else in the world they have advanced 10 per

cent. The prices in the value of wool carried over from 1909
to this year, with the goods made therefrom, has caused another
loss of $25,000,000. There has been a shrinkage of $2 per head
in the value of 25,000,000 sheep, making another $50,000,000,

But the most disastrous effect of this agitation has been felt by
the laborers employed in the mills that manufacture wool
Lack of employment and less of wages from this cause have
been another $50,000,000, and this is the most cruel blow of all
These losses to a great American industry are caused by the
fear of radieal legislation. What the losses would be in case
the House Democratic wool bill became a law no man can tell,
but all must admit that it would be appalling.

We do know that to-day not to exceed 33% per cent of the
woolen cards of this country are running. The business stands
almost paralyzed under the wicked assaults made upon it.
All sorts of misrepresentations and falschoods by individuals
and press have been directed at Schedunle K. It has been made
the basis of criticism of the last tariff act. What has Schedule
K done for this country? It has stimulated the manufacture of
ready-made clothing, so that a suit in this country, fashionably
cat and well tailored, made of an all-wool worsted fabrie, can
be bought for less money than would have to be paid in Europe
for a similar suit made there by a merchant tailor, admitting
that his cloth in Europe is only one-half the price of similar
cloth in America. So an English laborer coming here could
purchase a suit of clothes for one week’s pay which he could
not get in England for two weeks' pay. A German laborer
conld purchase a suit of clothes for one week’s pay here which
he could not buy in Germany for three weeks' pay. An Italian
laborer could buy here his suit for one week’s pay, which he
could not buy in Italy for five weeks' pay. A Chinese or a
Japanese laborer could buy here a suif of.clothes for one week's
pay which he could not buy in China or Japan for 14} weeks’
pay.

So I say, Mr. President, that Schedule K has not been so bad
after all, when considering the grade and the price of clothing
to the American people. j

I wish that every American citizen actually knew what the
manufacturer received for the cloth in his suit of clothes. I
wish that every American citizen knew that a blue or black
worsted serge can be bought by the Ameriean clothing manunfac-
turer, he who makes the cloth into ‘clothes, for from $2.90 to $5
per suit. I believe if he understood it there would not be this
hue and ery against the woolen manufacturer of this country.

I realize, Mr. President, that while my State is chiefly inter-
ested in the development of the sheep industry and the growth
of wool, its people must have a home market for that wool, or,
no matter what duty is levied upon it, they would get no benefit
from it. Therefore I am interested not only in protecting the
woolgrower, but I am interested also in protecting the woolen
manufacturer, because he is the only purchaser of the product
of the woolgrower in this country.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President— .

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from Missouri? :

Mr. SMOOT. Just for a question, because I have only a few
minutes remaining.

'Il‘he VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Utah declines to
yield.

Mr. SMOOT. T do not decline to yield for a question.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair misunderstood the Sen-
ator.

Mr, STONE. I have just come into the Chamber, and I
failed to hear thé previous remarks of the Senator. I wish to
ask him whether he is defending in his speech the present duties
in Schedule K of the Payne Iaw or whether he is presenting rea-
sons why they should be reduced aceording to his bill?

Afr. SMOOT. I have not the time to-day to discuss any par-
ticular bill; I have only a few minutes at my disposal. I am
speaking on but one or two points affecting Schedule K.

The production of a woolen mill is sold to the frade six
months anhead on samples made and submitted by it. These
sample pieces are made by every mill twice a year, one lot called
“Jightweights ™ and the other known as “ heavyweights.” They
are first made in blanket form, and the mill designer hardly
knoyws whether the blanket will contain successful patterns or
not. A blanket may contain a thousand different designs and
but few found, after finishing, worthy of selection as popular
sellers. The success of a mill greatly depends upon the designer,
for if the samples made by him are not what the trade demands
in color, styleg, pattern, price, and finish the mill will be idle
for want of orders, while if his designs are popular and the
| trade requirements met as to patterns, fabrie, and price, the

mill will be crowded with orders. No mill is always successful

in this regard, nor always unsuccessful, Every cloth mill has a
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